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{Inchiditfj  Bankruptcy  Cases) 
BEFORE 

THE  MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS, 

THE 

VICE-CHANCELLORS, 

AND  THE 

CHIEF  JUDGE   IN  BANKRUPTCY. 


NETHERSOLE  v.  SCHOOL  FOR  THE  INDIGENT  BLIND.      M.  B. 

1870 


Mortmain — 9  Geo.  2,  c.  36 — Impure  Personalty — Potuer  to  take  Money 

bequeathed  or  devised,  Nov,  18. 

By  a  private  Act  of  Parliament  a  charitable  institntioii  was  incorporated 
and  empowered  to  have,  hold,  receivey  and  retain  any  sums  of  money  paid, 
given,  devised,  or  bequeathed  by  any  person  for  the  charitable  parposes  in 
the  Act  mentioned ;  and  also  to  purchase,  take,  or  receive,  and  thenceforth 
bold  and  enjoy  any  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  in  the  whole  not 
exceeding  two  acres,  without  incurring  any  of  the  penalties  or  forfeitures  of 
the  Statute  of  Mortmain  : — 

ffeid,  that  the  charity  could  not  take  a  bequest  of  impure  personalty. 

X  HIS  was  the  further  consideration  of  a  suit  for  the  administration 
of  the  estate  of  Oeorge  Lay^  who,  by  his  will,  dated  the  9th  of 
January,  1865,  after  giving  various  charitable  legacies,  bequeathed 
his  residuary  personal  estate  upon  trust,  as  to  one-fourth  thereof, 
for  the  Female  Orphan  Asylum^  and  as  to  another  fourth  for  the 
Schoclfor  the  Indigent  Blind. 

Part  of  the  personal  estate  consisted  of  money  lent  on  mortgage, 
and  the  question  was,  whether  the  charities  could  take  so  much  of 
the  personal  estate  as  consisted  thereof. 
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M.  R,  The  School  for  the  Indigent  Blind  was  incorporated  by  a  private 

lg70  Act  of  Parliament^  7  Geo.  4,  c,  Ixviii,  by  sect.  1  of  which  it  was 
Xbthibsolb  enacted  that  there  should  thenceforth  be  a  corporation  for  the 
g^  *'  reception,  maintenancey  and  employment  of  blind  persons  in  indi- 
TBB  Indigent  gent  circumstances ;  that  the  persons  therein  mentioned  should  be 
— '  members  of  such  institution ;  and  the  president,  vice-presidents, 
treasurer,  and  members  of  the  said  institution  should  be,  and  they 
were  thereby  declared  to  be,  a  body  corporate  under  the  name  of  ^'  The 
President f  Vice-Presidents^  Treasurer,  and  Members  of  the  School  for 
(lie  Indigent  Blind/*  and  by  that  name  should  have  perpetual  suc- 
cession and  a  common  seal ;  and  that  they  and  their  successors  by 
the  same  name  might  sue  and  be  sued ;  and  that  they  and  their 
successors,  by  the  name  aforesaid,  should  be  able  and  capable  in 
law  to  have,  hold,  receive,  enjoy,  possess,  and  retain,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Act  and  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  institution, 
all  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  had  been  paid,  given,  devised, 
or  bequeathed,  or  should  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter  be  paid, 
given,  devised,  or  bequeathed  by  any  charitable  or  well-disposed 
person  or  persons  to  and  for  the  charitable  purposes  and  ends  in, 
the  Act  mentioned ;  and  that  they  and  their  successors,  by  the 
name  aforesaid,  might  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter  purchase, 
take,  or  receive,  and  thenceforth  hold  and  enjoy,  any  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  in  the  whole  not  exceeding  two  acres,  for 
any  estate  or  interest  whatsoever,  for  the  purposes  of  the  said 
charity,  without  incurring  any  of  Hie  penalties  or  forfeitures  of  the 
Statutes  of  Mortmain. 

The  Female  Orphan  Asylwm  was  also  incorporated  by  Act  of 
Parliament  in  terms,  mutatis  mutandis,  identical  with  the  above. 

Mr.  SovthgatCy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Plumm^r,  for  the  trustees  of  the 
wfll. 

Sir  J3.  BaggaUay,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Oookson,  for  the  School  for  the 
Indigent  Blind : — 

It  was  decided  in  Bdbinson  v.  Oovemors  of  London  Hospital  (1)  that 
a  provision  that  a  charitable  corporation  might,  notwithstanding 
the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  *'  have,  take,  hold,  and  enjoy  "  real  estate^ 

(1)  10  Hare,  19. 
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did  not  remore  the  disabib'ty  imposed  on  teBtatocs  by  9  Creo.  2, 
e.  36,  so  as  to  enable  them  to  devise  lands  to  the  charity ;  and  that        ISTO 
soch  a  ppoyision  only  enabled  the  corporation  to  take  and  hold  KnsnM&B 
such  lands  as  might  be  properly  conveyed  to  them  in  accordance   ogg^  ^^ 
mik  the  provisions  of  that  statute.     That  case  was  followed  in  ^ebb  Ln>iGEKT 
Chater  v.  Chester  (before  Yice-Chancellor  Woad^  25th  of  Februaiyy        — 
1867)  upon  the  oocasi<»i  of  a  bequest  of  leaseholds  to  the  charity 
we  ziow  represent    With  these  decisions  we  do  not  quarrel ;  bat 
we  say  that  they  have  no  reference  to  the  present  case.    We  con- 
tend that  the  Legislature,  by  enacting  that  the  School  for  (he  Indi- 
^feni  Blind  might  take  and  hold  any  sums  of  money  ^'  bequeathed 
<»r  deviaed"  to  it,  implicitly  enacted  that  testators  might  bequeath 
impare  peraonalty  to  this  charity.     Oq  any  other  construction  the 
words  '^bequeathed*'  and  '^devised"  must  be  struck  out  of  the 
Act ;  for  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  any  corporation  from  taking 
a  bequest  of  pure  personalty. 

Mr.  HJadley,  for  the  Female  Orphan  Asylum^  referred  to  several 
private  Acts  of  Parliament  incorporating  charities,  and  particularly 
to  those  with  reference  to  the  British  Museum^  and  St  Qeorge^s 
Eospital,  under  which  those  institutions  had  notoriously  held  lands 
devised  to  them,  although  there  were  no  express  enactments  that 
t^tators  should  have  power  so  to  devise  lands,  but  merely  general 
provisions  empowering  the  institutions,  by  will,  gift,  or  othervrise, 
to  acquire,  hold,  and  retain  lands. 

Mr.  BoviUy  and  Mr.  Horsey,  for  other  charities  interested  in  the 
estate. 

Mr.  Wiekens,  for  the  Attorney-General,  was  not  called  upon. 

LOKD  ROMILLY,  M.E. : — 

I  have  often  had  clauses  such  as  these  before  me,  and  have  quite 
made  up  my  mind  as  to  their  meaning.  I  omit  all  consideration  of 
the  cases  brought  to  my  attention  by  Mr.  Eadley,  in  which  charities 
are  expressly  empowered  to  take  lands  given  to  them  by  will.  It 
is  not  my  intention  to  decide  anything  as  to  these  cases,  which  are 
not  before  me  on  this  occasion.  I  intend  merely  to  decide  upon 
cases  where  there  is  a  clause  which  enables  a  charity,  by  bequest 
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M.  B.  and  devisey  to  take  and  hold  any  gums  of  money  for  the  purposes 
1870  mentioned,  and  also  enables  them  to  hold  land  for  the  purposes  of 
Nethebsole  the  charity.  I  am  of  opinion  that  such  a  clause  does  not  enable 
School  fob  ^^7  Person  to  devise  to  the  charity  any  interest  in  land. 
THE  Indigent  r£\^Q  ^qIq  argument  brought  forward  in  support  of  that  conten- 
— -  tion  is,  that  you  strike  out  words  from  the  Act  of  Parliament  if 
you  do  not  give  them  this  meaning ;  but  I  am  not  of  that  opinion. 
This  is  an  Act  of  Parliament  constituting  a  charitable  institution 
a  corporation.  Until  it  is  a  corporation  it  cannot  take  any  money ; 
and  it  is  usual  in  an  Act  of  Parliament,  where  it  makes  a  corpora- 
tion, to  recapitulate  the  powers  with  which  the  corporation  is  to 
be  endowed;  and  that  is  what  is  done  here.  The  Legislature, 
in  fact,  says :  "  We  think  iit  to  make  you  a  corporation  and  to 
endow  you  with  certain  powers  and  rights  which  belong  to  a  cor- 
poration, viz. ;"  and  then  these  powers  and  rights  are  enumerated, 
and  amongst  them  the  power  of  holding  property  in  land.  Now,  it 
would  be  a  strong  thing  to  hold  that,  when  the  Act  says,  *'  You 
may  take  any  money  bequeathed  or  devised  to  you,  and  you  may, 
notwithstanding  the  Staiute  of  Mortmain,  take  land,  provided  it 
is  not  more  than  two  acres,"  the  use  of  the  words  "  bequeath  "  and 
''  devise  "  in  effect  repeals  the  restriction  imposed  as  to  land ;  for 
it  is  clear  that  the  Act  of  Geo.  2  extends  to  all  interests  in  land, 
and  money  secured  by  mortgage  is  an  interest  in  land.  Therefore, 
without  saying  anything  as  to  the  Briiish  Museum,  or  the  other 
institutions  which  have  been  referred  to,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
School  for  the  Indigent  Blind  and  the  Female  Orphan  Asylum  cannot 
take  impure  personalty  bequeathed  to  them. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Nethersole  <&  Speechly ;   Messrs.  Orueber  dt 
Cooper;  Messrs.  Booth  &  Lane  ;  Messrs.  Raven  &  Bradley. 
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HAWKES  V.  HUBBACK.  M,  R. 

Marriage  Settlement — Trust/or  separate  Use — Second  Marriage, 

By  a  marriage  settlement  the  income  of  the  trust  funds  was,  during  the 
life  of  L^  to  be  for  her  separate  use,  independently  of  the  control  of  her 
intended  husband,  and  so  that  her  receipts  alone  should  be  sufficient  dis- 
charges, without  power  of  anticipation.  The  husband  died,  and  L,  married 
again : — 

Eeldf  that  the  trust  for  separate  use  revived  on  her  second  marriage. 

Special  case. 

By  a  settlement  on  the  marriage  of  James  Gordon  and  Lydia 
Macaulay  it  was  agreed  that  the  trustees  should  hold  the  trust 
funds  upon  trust  that  they  should,  during  the  life  of  the  said 
hydia  Maeaidaf/,  *^  pay  the  income  to  the  said  Lydia  Macatday 
for  her  separate  use,  independently  of  ihe  debts  or  control  of  her 
said  intended  husband,  and  so  that  her  receipts  alone  should  be 
sufficient  discharges,  and  so  that  she  should  not  have  power  to 
deprive  herself  thereof  by  anticipation ;"  and  after  the  death  of 
the  said  Lydia  Macavlay  the  trustees  were  to  hold  the  said  trust 
funds  in  trust  for  her  children,  as  therein  mentioned. 

James  Gordon  died  in  1864,  in  his  wife's  lifetime.  In  1868 
iiis  widow  married  the  Plaintiff,  George  Eawkes.  No  settlement 
was  made  on  the  second  marriage.  The  question  was,  whether 
the  trust  for  separate  use,  with  restraint  on  anticipation,  roTived 
upon  the  second  marriage.  The  Plaintiff  submitted  that  it  ceased 
altogether  on  the  first  husband's  death,  and  that  the  income  was 
now  payable  to  him.  The  trustees  submitted  that  the  income 
coold  not  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  without  the  decision  of  the 
Court. 

Mr.  ChiUy,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

I  contend  that  the  trust  in  this  settlement^  as  regards  the  sepa- 
rate use,  was  limited  to  the  first  marriage.  This  contention  may 
appear  inconsistent  with  the  case  of  In  re  Gaffee  (1),  which  was 
under  a  post-nuptial  settlement,  and  where  a  restraint  against 

(1)  1  Mac  &  G.  541. 
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M.  B.  anticipation  was  held  to  apply  to  the  whole  life  of  the  wife,  and  to 

1870  be  binding  on  her  second  marriage.    But  there  were  words  in  that 

jj^l^J^  case  clearly  applicable  to  each  coverture.    In  Knight  v.  Knight  (1) 

*•  and  Benzon  y.  Benson  (2)  it  was  held  that  the  trust  for  separate 

use  was  limited  to  the  first  coverture. 

[The  Masteb  or  the  Bolls  : — ^Both  those  cases  were  overruled 
by  the  decision  in  In  re  Oafee  (3).] 

As  far  as  regards  the  question  of  construction,  I  submit  that 
Benson  v.  Benson,  which  strongly  resembles  this  case^  was  not 
overruled. 

In  Moore  v.  Morris  (4),  where  there  was  a  devise  to  Jane 
Damdson^  the  wife  of  Henry  Davidson,  for  her  separate  use,  and  a 
bequest  of  personal  estate  to  her  for  her  separate  use,  independent 
of  Henry  Davidson,  her  husband,  and  her  receipts  alone  to  be 
8u£Scient  discharges,  it  was  held  that  the  limitations  to  the  lady's 
separate  use  did  not  extend  beyond  the  husband  specifically 
named ;  and  Yice-Ghancellor  Kinderdey  observed  (5) :  ''  I  hardly 
know  what  language  could  be  found  to  express  more  distinctly 
that  it  was  intended  that  what  was  given  was  to  be  inde- 
pendent of  that  particular  husband.  The  testator  gives  it  in 
terms  free  and  independent  of  that  particular  husband ;  and  if  I 
were  to  decide  that  by  the  words  used  it  was  meant  that  if  ever 
Mrs.  Davidson  should  marry  again  the  gift  should  be  for  her  sepa- 
rate use,  independent  of  any  subsequent  husband,  I  should  be 
overthrowing  the  whole  principle  on  which  the  doctrine  of  separate 
use  stands^  The  jm  mariti  is  not  to  be  curtailed  by  ambiguous 
terms,  but  by  clear  and  unanswerable  expression  of  intention." 

The  same  principle  applies  to  the  present  case ;  the  reference  is 
made  to  the  then  *'  intended  husband,"  the  object  being  to  exclude 
his  marital  right,  and  the  receipt  clause  must  be  construed  a& 
referring  to  the  first  coverture,  and  that  only. 

Mr.  Jf.  T.  Martin,  for  Mrs.  EawJces. 

Mr.  W.  F.  Robinson,  for  the  trustees,  was  not  called  on. 

(1)  6  Sinu  121«  (3)  1  Mac.  &  G.  541. 

(2)  Ibid.  126.  (4)  4  Drew.  33. 

(5)  4  Drew.  37. 
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LOBB  BOMILLT.  M JR. : —  IL  B. 

This  case  appears  to  me  to  be  quite  clear^  and  to  be  established       ^^^^ 


by  the  cases  which  Mr.  Chitty  has  cited.  Hawkss 

All  the  cases  before  In  re  Oaffee  were  there  disposed  of  by  Lord  hubback. 
CoHenham  in  a  few  words  (1)  :  **  These  cases,  proceeding  upon  a  *"""" 
fliappoeed  rule  of  equity,  which  does  not  now  exist,  and  it  being 
now  settled  that  a  gift  to  the  separate  use,  without  power  of  anti- 
cipation, will  operate  upon  all  the  covertures  of  a  woman  unless  the 
proyisions  are  destroyed  whilst  she  is  discovert,  these  cases  cannot 
be  considered  as  authorities  applicable  to  the  question  in  this 
ease."  I  adopt  those  words*  Here  the  trust  is  that  during  the  life 
of  the  lady  the  income  is  to  be  paid  to  her  separate  use,  without 
power  of  anticipation. 

In  Moore  v.  Morris  (2),  Yice-Chancellor  Kindersley  assents  to 
In  re  Oaffee  (3),  and  says  that,  if  he  had  words  of  the  same 
charticter,  he  should  come  to  the  same  conclusion ;  but  there  the 
gift  was  in  express  terms,  independent  of  the  husband  there 
named,  and  of  none  other.  But  here  the  words  are  distinct,  that 
dnring  the  life  of  this  lady,  that  is,  during  her  whole  life,  the 
income  is  to  be  paid  to  her  separate  use,  without  power  of 
anticipation.  Nothing  would  give  rise  to  greater  difficulties  than 
to  make  these  cases  turn  on  refined  distinctions.  It  is  true  that  it 
is  to  be  free  from  the  control ''  of  her  intended  husband,"  but  that 
cannot  control  the  words  limiting  the  income  to  her  separate  use 
during  her  life.  She  might,  of  course,  have  disposed  of  it  as  she 
pleased  after  the  death  of  her  first  husband,  but  she  not  having 
done  so,  according  to  the  principle  of  TvUett  v.  Armstrong  and 
Scarborough  v.  Borman  (4),  the  trust  revived  upon  her  second 
ntianJage. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Fidd,  Roscoe,  &  Co. 

(1)  1  Mac.  &  G.  647.  (3)  1  Mac.  &  G.  541, 

(2)  4  Drew.  33,  39.  (4)  4  My.  &  Cr.  377. 
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M.  B.  DE  LA  SALLE  v.  MOORAT. 

1870 

,,,^^  Practice — Summons  for  AdminislnUion  of  Heal  Estate — Trust  for  Sale  afiw 

Nov.  17.  Five  Tears— 15  <fc  16  Vict.  c.  86,  ».  47. 

The  Court  has  jurisdiction,  under  15  &  16  Yiot.  c.  86,  s.  47,  to  make  an 
order  on  summons  for  the  administration  and  sale  of  a  testator's  real  estate 
devised  to  trustees,  who  were  also  executors,  in  trust  for  sale,  with  a  proviso 
that  part  thereof  should  not  be  sold  till  after  five  years  unless  in  the  mean- 
time a  certain  sum  could  be  obtained  for  it. 

rwy 

1  HIS  was  a  motion  to  stay  proceedings  in  an  administration  suit 

after  a  summons  had  been  taken  out  for  the  administration  of  the 
same  estate. 

The  testator,  J,  8.  Moorat^  by  his  will,  gave  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  his  trustees,  who  were  also  his  executors,  upon  trust  that 
they  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  death,  sell 
all  his  real  •  estate  (exceptiug  ouly  his  estate  at  Bush  Hill,  as  to 
which  he  declared  his  will  to  be  that  the  same  should  not  be  sold 
until  after  the  expiration  of  five  years  from  his  death,  unless  in 
the  meanwhile  the  sum  of  £80,000  could  be  obtained  for  the 
same),  and  should  convert  into  money  his  personal  estate,  and 
stand  possessed  of  the  moneys  arising  from  such  sale  or  conversion 
upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned. 

On  the  5th  of  July,  1870,  a  bill  was  filed  against  the  trustees  by 
one  of  the  persons  entitled  under  the  will  for  the  administration 
of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate. 

On  the  26th  of  July,  1870,  a  summons  for  the  administration  of 
the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate  was  taken  out  by  two  other 
persons  entitled  under  the  will ;  and  on  the  6th  of  August,  1870,  a 
decree  was  made  on  the  summons,  directing  the  usual  accounts 
and  inquiries,  with  an  inquiry  whether  it  was  fit  and  proper  that 
the  real  estate  should  be  sold. 

Mr.  Boffshawe  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  in  both 
suits,  that  the  proceedings  in  the  first-mentioned  suit  might  be 
stayed. 

Mr.  BoscbuTffh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  Browne,  for  the  Flaintifis  in  the 
first-mentioned  suit,  submitted  that  it  was  doubtful  whether  the 
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Court  had  jarisdiction  to  make  a  decree  for  sale  on  summons       M.  R. 
under  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  47,  when  the  trust  for  sale  of  part  of        1870 
the  property  was  to  be  postponed  for  five  years  unless  a  specified  dj  la  salle 
price  were  obtained  for  it.     The  proper  course  would  be  for  the     MoJi^^ 
decree  to  be  taken  in  both  suits.    They  referred  to  Colman  v.        — 
Turner  (1). 

Lord  Bomillt,  M.B.,  considered  that  the  decree  on  summons 
was  properly  made,  as  the  trustees  for  sale  could  give  good  receipts 
for  the  purchase-money,  and  directed  that  the  proceedings  in  the 
first  suit  should  be  stayed. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Palmer^  Eland,  &  Nettleihip ;  Messrs.  Denton, 
HdH,  dt  Barker. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  230. 
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Nw,  3« 


v.-c.  M,  HEPWORTH  v.  HEPWOETH. 

1870 

Gi/i  to  a  Child — AdtHincement — Presumption  of  Intention — Absolute  Gift, 

A  testator,  by  his  will,  settled  £1000  Reduced  Annuities  on  each  of  his^ 
three  granddaughters,  the  children  of  his  only  son,  and  two  years  afterwards- 
'  he  transferred  a  sum  of  £3200  Reduced  Annuities,  which  was  all  the  pro- 
perty he  possessed,  into  the  name  of  his  son.  He  died  at  the  age  of  ninety- 
four,  haying  resided  the  last  ten  yean  of  hit  life  with  his  son,  who  was  a 
man  of  considerable  property : — 

Eddy  that  the  transfer  to  the  son  operated  as  an  absolute  gift  to  him,  free 
from  any  trusts. 

Luke  hep  worth,  by  lus  wUI,  dated  in  December,  1845^ 
gave  to  each  of  his  three  granddaughters,  the  children  of  his  only 
son,  Boughey  Hepworthy  the  interest  of  £1000  £3  per  Cent.  Eednced 
Sank  Annuities  for  life,  and  afterwards  the  capital  to  be  equally- 
divided  between  the  issue  of  such  grandchildren ;  and  the  testator 
appointed  his  son  sole  executor  and  residuary  legatee  of  his  will. 

On  the  ()th  of  April,  1847,  Luke  Hepuoorth  transferred  the  sum 
of  £3200  Reduced  Bank  Annuities  into  the  name  of  his  son^ 
Boughey  Hepworth.  No  deed  or  declaration  of  trust  was  executed 
upon  such  transfer,  and  there  was  no  evidence  shewing  under  what 
circumstances  the  transfer  was  made,  the  only  document  relating- 
thereto  which  could  be  found  being  the  **  broker's  note  "  given  upon 
the  transfer. 

Luke  Hepworih  died  in  May,  1849,  at  the  age  of  ninety-four 
ye€u*s,  having  resided  with  his  son,  Boughey  Hepworth,  who  was  a 
man  of  considerable  property,  for  the  last  ten  years  of  his  life,  and 
at  the  time  of  bis  death  he  was  not  possessed  of  any  sum  of 
Reduced  Annuities,  in  consequence  of  which  the  legacies  given  by 
his  will  failed. 

Boughey  Hepworih,  soon  after  the  date  of  the  above  transfer,  and 
in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  sold  out  the  £3200  Beduced  Annui- 
ties, and  applied  the  money  to  his  own  use. 

In  May,  1866,  Boughey  Hepworth  made  his  will,  and  thereby 
gave  a  small  portion  of  his  property  to  his  three  daughters  abso- 
lutely, but  the  greater  portion  he  gave  to  his  wife,  Ann  Hepworth, 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  daughters  and  their  children.    Ho- 
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died  in  March,  1869,  and  this  bill  was  filed  by  Ann  Hepwoiih^  for     Y.-C.  M. 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  declaration  that  the  transfer  by  Lule        1870 

Hlspuforih  to  his  son  Baughey  JB^pworlh  in  1847  operated  as  an  Hip^voBrn 

absolnte  gift  to  him  of  the  £3200,  and  that  it  was  not  intended  hepworth 

that  such  sum  should  be  held  by  the  sou  upon  any  trust  whatever.        

Mr.  Glassey  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  Owen^  for  the  Plaintiff : — 

It  is  admitted  that  no  eyidence  exists  respecting  the  object  of 
Luke  Eepworth,  the  father,  in  transferring  this  sum  of  £3200  to 
his  son  during  his  lifetime;  the  (mly  evidence  relating  to  the 
transaction  is  the  broker's  note  of  transfer.  It  can  only  be  sup* 
posed,  therrfore,  that  the  &ther  intended  to  make  an  absolnte  gift 
of  that  sum  to  his  son,  and  according  to  the  rule  of  law  in  such 
cases,  the  gift  must  be  considered  as  having  been  made  for  the 
advancement  and  support  of  the  son.  The  legacies  given  by  his 
win,  made  two  years  before  the  transfer,  failed  by  reason  of  there 
being  no  assets  of  the  testator  forthcoming ;  and  the  son  being  now 
dead  the  £8200  transferred  into  his  name,  and  afterwards  appro^ 
priated  by  him  as  part  of  his  own  property,  must  be  applied  in 
conformity  with  the  son's  will:  Sayre  v.  Hughes  (1) ;  Sidmauth  v. 
Sidmoulh  (2) ;  Mioti  v.  EOiaU  (3). 

Mr.  Joshua  WiUiams,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  T.  Anderson,  for  the 
Defendants : — 

The  obligation  upon  a  father  to  provide  for  his  son  is  the  founda- 
tion of  the  rule  that  a  gift  by  him  to  his  son  must  be  considered  as 
an  advancement ;  but  the  facts  of  this  case  shew  that  the  money  so 
transferred  to  the  son  could  not  have  been  intended  by  the  father 
as  an  advancement,  since  the  son  was  a  man  of  property,  and  his 
&ther  was  actually  maintained  by  him,  or,  at  any  rate,  lived  in  his 
house,  and  was  taken  care  of  by  him.  Ijord  St  Leonards,  in  his 
book  (4),  in  citing  Elliot  v.  Elliot,  and  other  cases  of  a  similar  nature, 
says:  ''The  child  must  be  unadvanced,  but  an  advancement  in 
part  is  not  material.  And  even  if  the  child  be  advanced,  yet,  if 
the  father  consider  him  unadvanced,  that  will  be  sufficient.  If 
the  child  is  already  provided  for,  and  the  father  did  not  consider 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  376.  (3)  2  Cas.  C.  231. 

(2)  2  Bear.  447.  (4)  Vend.  2^  Purch.  14th  Ed.  p.  704. 
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V.-O.  M.  Li  in  unadvanced,  or  if  the  father  consider  the  child  from  the  first 
1870  as  a  trustee  for  him,  he  will  be  held  to  be  so.'*  This  shews  that 
Hepwobth  the  question,  whether  the  son  is  advanced,  and  whether  the  father 
Hkpwobth.  considered  him  to  be  advanced,  is  really  the  point  upon  which  the 
"■"  authorities  go.  The  same  doctrine  was  laid  down  by  Lord  NoUing- 
ham  in  Orey  v.  Grey  (1),  where  it  was  held  that,  after  a  son  had 
been  fully  advanced  by  the  father,  a  subsequent  purchase  by  the 
father  in  the  name  of  his  son  was  in  the  nature  of  a  trust,  all  pre- 
sumption of  an  advancement  having  ceased.  The  nile  relied  upon 
by  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  arises  from  the  dependent  position  of  the 
son  towards  the  father.  Here  the  position  is  reversed,  as  the 
father  was  dependent  upon  the  son.  In  Crarrdt  v.  Wilkinson  (2) 
the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  subsisting  between  the  parent 
and  child  was  held  sufficient  to  exclude  the  ordinary  presumption 
in  favour  of  the  transaction  being  a  gift-,  and  threw  the  burden  of 
proof  upon  the  son,  or  rather  upon  his  executors,  who  in  that  case 
were  declared  to  be  merely  trustees  of  the  money ;  and  in  Bone  v. 
Pollard  (3)  a  sum  of  stock  invested  by  a  &ther  in  the  names  of  his 
two  daughters  was  held,  under  the  circumstances,  to  form  part  of 
his  estate,  and  not  to  be  an  advancement  to  them.  In  Sayre  y. 
Huffhes  (4),  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  recognised  these  authorities  as 
good  law,  but  came  to  the  conclusion  upon  the  evidence  that  there 
was  a  presumption  of  an  intended  benefit  to  the  daughter. 

Mr.  Knox,  for  the  trustees. 

Sir  R.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  not  in  dispute,  and  the  question  is,  what 
was  the  effect  of  the  transfer  of  the  £3200  by  LuJce  Eepworth  to 
his  son  Boughey  Hepworih  in  April,  1847.  The  law  is  not  doubtful 
that  if  this  had  been  a  transfer  to  a  stranger  it  would  have  operated 
as  a  trust,  but  if  a  gift  is  made  in  favour  of  a  child  the  presump- 
tion of  law  is,  that  it  is  intended  as  an  advancement  or  provision 
for  the  child.  The  old  cases  turned  upon  the  question,  whether 
the  child  was  provided  for  or  not,  but  recent  authorities  have  gone 
upon  whether  the  gift  was  intended  as  an  advancement  or  not. 

(1)  2  Sw.  594.  (3)  24  Beav.  283. 

(2)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  244.  (4)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  876. 
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ThnSy  in  the  present  cose,  the  transfer  having  been  made  to  the      V.-Cl  M. 
son,  it  is  thrown  upon  those  who  deny  that  it  was  an  absolute  gift  to        1870 
prove  that  there  was  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  father  to  make    hspwobtu 
an  advancement  or  provision  for  his  son.  Here  the  son  was  evidently    hjp^ojjth 
capable  of  maintaining  himself,  for  it  is  in  evidence  that  he  was  pos-        — ^ 
sessed  of  considerable  property,  and,  in  fact,  it  was  the  son  who  main- 
tained his  father.    That  he  well  performed  the  duty  of  taking  care 
of  him  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  the  father  lived  with  the  son 
for  ten  years,  till  his  death  at  the  age  of  ninety-four.    The  father, 
on  the  other  hand,  had  no  object  in  the  world  upon  whom  to  bestow 
his  property  but  his  son  and  his  son's  children,  and  it  was  the  most 
natural  thing  that  the  father  should  have  come  to  the  determina- 
tion to  make  over  to  his  son  during  his  lifetime  this  property, 
being  well  satisfied  that  what  he  gave  to  his  son  would  be  disposed 
of  in  the  way  he  considered  best  for  the  benefit  of  his  own  children. 
The  son  seems  to  have  been  perfectly  ready  to  fulfil  this  duty, 
since  by  his  will  he  left  all  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife 
and  children.    It  is  said  that  the  father  was  under  the  influence  of 
the  son ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  seems  just  as  probable  that  the 
father  should  think  that,  whatever  he  gave  to  his  son,  his  son 
should  have  the  power  of  disposing  of  as  he  thought  best 

As  to  the  old  case  of  Elliot  v.  EUiot  (1),  it  appeared  that  the 
father  had  previously  made  a  provision  for  his  son,  and  the  Lord 
Chancellor  drew  the  distinction  between  a  son  formerly  married 
and  provided  for  and  the  ease  of  a  son  for  whom  no  provision  had 
been  made  by  the  father.  In  Sidmouth  v.  Sidmouth  (2)  an  observa- 
tion by  Lord  Langdah  is  very  appropriate,  where  he  says :  "  The 
parent  may  judge  for  himself,  when  it  suits  his  own  convenience, 
or  when  it  will  be  best  for  his  son,  to  secure  him  any  benefit  which 
he  voluntarily  thinks  fit  to  bestow  upon  him ;  and  it  does  not 
follow  that,  because  the  reason  for  doing  it  is  not  known,  there  was 
no  intention  to  advance  at  all."  Here  the  father  was  at  liberty  to 
say  he  would  give  this  sum  to  his  son,  and  tliere  is  no  presumption 
to  rebut  the  prima  facie  rule  of  law,  that  a  father  who  gives  pro- 
perty to  his  son  does  so  by  way  of  advancement  or  provision  for 
him.  I  am,  therefore,  bound  to  presume  that  the  efTect  of  the 
transfer  of  stock  by  the  father,  Luke  Hepwoiih,  to  his  son  was  to 
(1)  2  Cos.  0.  231.  (2)  2  Bcav.  447,  406. 
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T.-C.  M.     make  an  absolute  gift  to  him.   The  case  of  Oarreit  y.  WUkiiwm  (1) 

1870        is  in  support  of  the  view  I  take^  and  it  was  only  on  the  ground  that 

JiMPvmBTE   ^®  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  existed  between  the  mother  and 

„    *«         son  that  the  gift  was  held  to  operate  as  a  trust.    The  case  of  B<me 

V.  Pollard  (2)  turned  upon  the  special  circumstances  existing  there, 

and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  said,  ''I  must  admit  that  there  are 
several  cases,  such  as  Sidmouih  y.  Sidmouth  (3),  whidi  would  seem 
at  first  sight  to  be  at  variance  with  the  view  I  have  taken  in  this 
case ;  but^  in  my  opinion,  this  case  depends  on  the  facts  and  pecu- 
liar nature  of  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  therefore  it  is  not  tram 
doubting,  or  from  not  being  prepared  to  follow  those  authorities, 
that  I  come  to  a  diJSerent  conclusion  in  this  case."  That  authority 
cannot,  therefore,  be  considered  as  having  any  application  to  tliis  case. 
The  case  of  Sayre  v.  Eughe$  (4),  before  Yice*Chancellor  Stuart,  is 
a  positive  authority  in  favour  of  what  I  am  deciding  upon  the 
general  presumption  arising  from  the  relation  of  parent  and  child. 
It  was  there  decided  that  there  being  a  transfer  of  stock  to  a  child 
by  the  parent,  without  any  evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  of 
an  intended  benefit,  the  child  was  entitled  absolutely  to  the  money 
so  transferred. 

My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  the  son,  Boughey  Hepwotih^  became 
the  absolute  owner  of  this  money;  and  there  must  be  a  decree 
in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff. 

Solicitor  for  all  Parties :  Mr.  W.  D.  Bavies. 

(1)  2  De  G.  *  Siiu244.  (3)  2  Bear.  447, 

(2)  2i  Beav.  283,  288.  (4)  Law  Bep.  5  Eq.  876. 
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ExparieBECTOB,  OF  LIVEBPOOL.  V.^.M, 

Burial-ground — Rights  (/  Bedor — Freehold  if  Churchyard — Buried  Fees —        ^^^w 
Lands  Clauses  Act — Beoeipt  of  *'  Btuds  and  Pnjftts  " — Dividends  on  Fund       Nov,  4. 
in  CourL  """ 

A  rBctor  having  tbe  freebold  of  a  clinrGhyard,and  baring  enjoyed  the  right 
to  burial  fees,  is  the  persoQ  entitled,  under  sect.  70  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act, 
to  the  receipts  of  the  rents  and  profits. 

Therefore,  where  a  piece  of  land  constituted  by  Act  of  Parliament  the 
<;hurchyard  of  a  parish,  but  which  had  been  closed  for  burials  under  an  Order 
in  Council,  was  taken  under  sect  70  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  the  pur- 
dbase-money  paid  into  Court,  though  the  land  at  the  time  it  was  taken  was 
entirely  unproductive  either  as  regarded  burial  fees  or  otherwise : — 

JJcZJ,  that,  whatever  might  be  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  corpus  of  the 
fund,  the  dividends,  so  long  as  it  remained  in  Court,  must  be  paid  to  the 
rector  of  the  parish  for  the  time  being. 

1.HIS  was  a  Petition  for  payment  of  the  dividendfl  on  a  fund  in 
0)urt,  paid  in  under  the  decree  in  Campbell  y«  Mayor  and  Cor- 
jpcraiion  of  Liverpool  (1)  to  the  rector  for  the  time  being  of 
Si.  Peter^s  Churchy  Liverpool. 

The  township  of  Liverpool  was  constituted  a  distinct  parish 
under  an  Act  of  10  &  11  Will.  3,  c.  36,  which  provided  that  the 
inhabitants  shoald  erect  and  build  a  new  church,  and  provide  and 
inelofie  a  cemetery,  churchyard,  or  burying-place  about  the  same ; 
4Uid  that  the  said  church,  and  the  gzound  thereunto  belonging  to 
be  inclosed  and  used  for  a  cemetery  or  churchyard,  should  be  the 
parish  church  or  churchyard  of  the  said  parish  of  Liverpool ;  and 
the  same  was  thereby  enacted  and  declared  to  be  for  ever  separated 
.and  dedicated  to  the  service  of  God,  and  to  be  aj^Ued  to  the  use 
4Uid  behoof  of  the  inhabitants.  The  dinrch  of  81.  Peter  was  built 
accordingly,  and  the  burial-ground  was  indosed,  and  continued  to 
be  used  as  the  burial-ground  of  the  parish  till  it  was  closed  for 
bariak  by  an  Order  in  Council  made  on  the  7th  of  April,  1854, 
and  a  new  burial-ground  was  provided  by  the  select  vestry. 

A  portion  of  the  burying-ground  was  taken  for  the  purpose  of 
widening  a  street  by  the  corporation,  acting  as  CommissionerB 
under  the  Liverpool  Improvement  Act,  1864,  which  incorporated 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  679. 
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V.-C.  M.     the  Lands  GlauseB  Consolidaiion  Ad.    The  purchase-money  of  the 

1870        piece  of  land  taken  was  ultimately  fixed  at  £5500,  which  included 

Ex  parte      ^  sum  of  £350  to  be  spent  in  inclosing  the  remaining  portion. 

LnrorooL    -^^^  corporation  having  claimed  to  retain  the  sum  of  £5150,' on 

—        the  ground  that  by  the  closing  of  the  burial-ground  the  land  had 

reverted  to  them  as  donors,  the  suit  of  Campbell'  v.  Mayor  and 

Corporation  of  Liverpool  (1)  was  instituted  to  determine  the  right 

to  the  purchase-money ;  and  a  decree  was  made  on  the  10th  of 

February,  1870,  by  which  the  corporation  was  ordered  to  pay  into 

Court  the  £5150,  together  with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  from  the 

20th  of  January,  1868.    Accordingly,  on  the  9th  of  March,  1870, 

the  corporation  paid  into  Ck)urt  £5683  7«.  6i. 

The  Petition  was  presented  by  the  late  rector,  and  on  his  death 
on  the  15th  of  May,  1870,  was  amended  by  making  the  present 
rector  and  the  executors  of  the  deceased  rector  Petitioners.  It  was 
served  on  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish,  as  being  the  proper 
persons  to  represent  the  select  vestry,  on  whom  was  laid  the 
obligation  to  provide  suflScient  burial-grounds. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Charles  Stewart,  in  support  of  the 
Petition : — 

The  piece  of  ground  taken  is  part  of  the  parish  churchyard,  and 
the  rector  is  entitled  at  Common  Law  to  all  rents  and  profits- 
arising  from  the  churchyard  which  are  consistent  with  its  use 
for  the  purpose  of  burials.  The  only  parties  who  could  have  any 
intei*est  in  objecting  would  be  the  burial  board,  and  their  only 
interest  can  be  in  the  principal  sum,  if  it  is  ever  required  for 
providing  a  new  burial-ground.  The  case  of  In  re  St.  Pancras^ 
Burial  Qround  (2)  decided  that  the  Order  closing  the  ground  was 
only  a  suspension  of  burials,  and  the  dividends  were  directed  to 
be  paid  to  the  trustees,  who  were  in  that  instance,  by  Act  of  Par- 
liament, put  in  tho  place  of  the  rector.  In  a  subsequent  case  of 
Be  St.  Andrew's  Burial  Ground,  Holbom,  before  the  same  Judge, 
the  same  principle  was  followed,  and  the  right  to  the  ground 
was  treated  as  being  vested  in  tlie  persons  entitled  to  the  burial 
fees. 

(1)  Law  Tep.  9  Eq.  579.  (2)  Law  Eep.  3  Eq.  173. 
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Mr.  Miliary  for  the  churchwardens^  as  representing  the  select     y.«G.  M. 
Testry : —  1870 


The  select  vestry  oppose  the  Petition  on  public  grounds,  and  if     Ex  parte 

SEr*TOR  OF 

the  fund  is  handed  over  to  them  it  will  be  applied  for  the  benefit  Livebfool. 
of  the  whole  of  Liverpool,  The  rector  must  bring  himself  within  """ 
the  70th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  He  must 
rest  his  claim  either  on  the  right  to  receive  burial  fees  or  on  the 
right  to  the  freehold  of  the  churchyard.  As  to  the  freehold, 
the  rector  is  not  the  person  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  land,  his  right  being  subject  to  that  of  the  parishioners  to 
iave  the  surface  disturbed  for  burial:  In  re  St.  Pancras  Burial 
Chround  (1) ;  Burns  Ecclesiastical  Law  (2) ;  Cripps^  Laws  of  the 
Church  and  Clergy  (3).  In  this  instance  portions  of  the  ground 
have  been  bought  by  different  persons  for  their  exclusive  use,  and 
if  the  rector  has  any  right  in  the  freehold  they  will  have  similar 
xights.  As  to  burial  fees,  the  rector  has  no  right  at  Common  Law 
to  receive  any,  and  there  is  no  proof  in  tliis  case  of  a  custom  to 
receive  fees  :  Cripps  on  the  Law  of  tlie  Church  and  Clergy  (4) ; 
Spry  V.  Directors  of  the  Poor  of  Marylebone  (5);  Andrews  v. 
Cawthome  (6).  Moreover,  he  does  not  claim  on  the  ground  of 
the  right  to  receive  fees.  In  re  St.  Pancras  Burial  Ground 
turned  entirely  on  the  question  of  fees,  and  the  income  was  paid 
to  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  the  fees.  If  the  question  is  put 
on  the  ground  of  fees,  the  clerk  and  sexton  are  entitled  to  a 
portion  of  the  income,  for  their  right  is  co-extensive  with  that  of 
the  rector. 

Mr.  W.  F.  Bdbinson,  for  the  Liverpool  Burial  Board,  asked  to 
have  inserted  in  the  order  the  words  "  till  further  order,"  to  enable 
any  application  to  be  made  with  regard  to  the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

Mr.  Fredinffy  for  the  corporation,  objected  to  pay  the  costs  of 
adverse  litigation. 

Mr.  Cotton,  in  reply  : — 

The  question  is,  who  can  shew  himself  to  have  been  entitled  to 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  173.  (4)  6th  Ed.  p.  794. 

(2)  Vol.  i.  p.  258  A.  (5)  2  Curt.  5. 

(3)  5th  Ed.  p.  504.  (6)  Willes,  536. 
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V.-C.M.     the  rents  and  profits  at  the  time  the  land  was  taken.    The  rector 

1870        was  legal  owner  of  the  freehold  in  the  chnrchyard,  and^  as  snch^ 

JE^parU     entitled  to  any  profits  there  might  be,  subject  only  to  the  right  of 

S^^ool!   ^^^  parishioners  to  be  buried  there,  and  to  its  not  being  used  in 

—       any  manner  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the  parishioners.    The 

new  cemeteries  were  not  provided  as  substitutes  for  the  old  ground, 

and  that  act  did  not  take  away  his  interest  in  the  freehold. 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  peculiar,  although  similar  cases  hare 
occurred  before.  They  are  fully  stated  in  the  report  of  Campbell 
T.  Mayor  and  Corporatwih  of  Liverpool^  a  case  which  was  before 
me,  and  decided  on  the  10th  of  February  last  (1).  The  short  facts 
are  that,  in  the  reign  of  WilL  3,  8t.  Peter's  Church  was  established 
in  Liverpool^  the  burial-ground  or  churchyard  adjoining  that 
church  was  provided  and  continued  to  be  used  as  the  burial- 
ground  of  the  parish  from  that  time  down  to  the  year  1854,  when, 
by  an  Order  in  Council,  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  for 
that  purpose,  for  sanitary  reasons  the  burial-ground  was  closed,  and 
from  that  time  no  burials  have  taken  place  in  it.  In  the  year 
1864, 1  think  it  was,  an  Act  of  Parliament  having  been  passed  for 
the  improvement  of  the  town  of  Liverpool^  the  Commissioners,  act- 
ing under  that  Act  of  Parliament,  found  it  necessary,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  widening  a  street,  to  take  part  of  this  burial-ground.  They 
had  compulsory  powers  to  take  it  under  that  Act  of  Parliament ; 
they  exercised  those  powers  by  serving  the  usual  notice  to  treat 
upon  the  corporation,  and  ultimately  the  question  of  the  value  of 
the  land  was  referred  to  the  arbitration  of  Mr.  Manisiy,  who 
awarded  a  sum  of  £5150  as  the  value  of  that  land.  The  question 
before  me  in  the  cause  in  Febniary  last  was,  whether  the  corpo- 
ration, although  that  had  been  ascertained  to  be  the  value  of  the 
land,  were  bound  to  pay  it  That  case  was  lully  argued,  and  I 
decided  that  they  were  bound  to  pay  for  the  land.  The  money 
has  been  brought  into  Court,  and  this  Petition  is  presented  to  have 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  that  which  I  stated  to  be  a  question 
certainly  not  free  from  difficulty,  namely,  who,  under  the  peculiar 

(1)  Law  Kep.  9  Eq.  579. 
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drcnmstances  of  the  case,  is  entitled  to  the  dividends  of  that     Y.-U  M. 
particular  fund,  amounting  to  about  £6000  consols  ?  1870 

The  case,  as  I  repeat,  is  not  free  from  difficulty,  because  it  is     sxparte 
plain  that,  from  the  year  1854  downwards,  the  rector  of  the  parish    J^*»tob  cp 
has  had  no  profit  whatever  from  this  land,  nor  was  there  any        —— 
probability  that  at  any  time  he  or  his  successors  would  hereafter 
haye  any  profit    It  was  closed  as  a  burial-ground,  and,  although 
it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  order  for  closing  may  be  altered,  or 
even  totally  revoked,  it  was  so  improbable  that  that  event  would 
take  place,  that  virtually  it  may  be  considered  that  the  rector  had 
ceased  to  have  any  interest  in  this  land.   Therefore,  of  course,  if  he 
gets  it  now  it  will  be  a  sort  of  windfall.    I  cannot  regret  his 
having  it,  because  I  think  it  right  that  the  church  should  be  well 
endowed ;  and  of  all  the  claimants  that  have  appeared  before  me  I 
think  the  rector,  upon  general  public  principles,  has  far  the  better 
claim. 

With  regard  to  the  claim  set  up  by  Mr.  Millar  for  the  parties 
who  have  provided  the  new  burial-ground,  which  became  neces- 
sary in  consequence  of  the  closing  of  the  old  one,  it  is  perfectly 
plain,  I  think,  that  they  have  no  kind  of  interest — they  never 
had  any  interest — in  this  land,  nor  is  it  possible  they  ever  could 
have.  They  had  none  while  it  was  a  burial-ground,  for  they  did 
not  exist  at  that  time,  and  when  it  ceased  to  be  a  burial-ground,  for 
the  reasons  I  have  stated,  the  rector  ceased  to  have  any  interest ; 
and  it  is  perfectly  clear  they  could  have  no  interest  in  it.  But 
more  than  that,  if  it  should  ever  be  reopened,  it  is  perfectly  clear, 
so  far  irom  being  to  their  benefit,  it  would  be  to  their  detriment, 
because  as  many  burials  as  took  place  in  this  ground  would  be 
taken  away  from  their  ground,  and  they  would  be  losers.  It  is 
impossible,  therefore,  that  in  any  view  of  the  case  they  can  have 
any  interest  in  this  ground,  and  I  am  quite  satisfied,  and  I  repeat 
what  I  said  to  Mr.  Millar  (and  his  very  able  argument  has  more 
fully  satisfied  me),  that  whoever  may  be  entitled  to  this  money,  it 
is  perfectly  clear  his  clients  never  can  have  it  I  can  quite  under- 
stand it  might  not  have  been  an  unreasonable  arrangement,  when 
the  old  burial-ground  was  closed,  that  it  should  have  been  provided 
that,  if  it  should  from  any  unforeseen  accident  become  of  value, 
those   >Yho  had  had  the  expense  of  providing  the  new  burial- 

C2  2 
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V.-d  M.     ground  should  be  paid  for  whatever  value  should  be  derived  from 

1870        the  old.    But  no  such  thing  was  ever  thought  of,  nothing  of  the 

Ex  parte     so^t  was  provided  for,  and  so  matters  now  stand :  it  is  absolutely 

L^^ooL    ^possible  that  in  any  event  which  can  happen,  unless  an  Act 

—        of  Parliament  is  passed  (which  of  course  I  cannot  presume),  that 

the  body  represented  by  Mr.  MtUar  can  have  any  interest.     I 

therefore  can  have  no  difficulty  whatever  in  deciding  the  case 

against  them. 

Then  comes  the  only  other  claimant  before  me,  the  rector  of 
the  parish.  How  stands  the  matter  with  regard  to  him?  The 
freehold  of  the  land  undoubtedly  was  and  is  in  him.  The  rector 
or  vicar  of  a  parish  undoubtedly  has  a  freehold  in  the  church- 
yard. He  is  the  freeholder,  he  has  the  right  to  the  herbage,  but 
he  must  not  use  it  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  detrimental  to  the 
public  use  to  which  the  land  is  dedicated;  he  must  keep  it  in 
decent  order.  The  obligations  are  clear  which  are  attached  to  the 
freehold,  but  still  he  remains  the  freeholder,  and  I  apprehend  that  in 
the  present  case,  after  the  Order  in  Council  closing  this  ground  in 
the  year  1854,  the  freehold  remains  just  as  much  in  the  rector  for 
the  time  being  as  it  was  before ;  he  is  therefore  the  freeholder  of 
this  land.  Then,  being  the  freeholder,  what  is  his  position  ?  Un- 
doubtedly, for  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  the  land  did  not  at  the  time 
that  it  was  taken  produce  any  profit  to  him,  nor  would  it  produce 
any  profit  now  if  it  had  not  been  taken  by  the  corporation,  nor  is 
it  likely  that  it  will  produce  any  profit  hereafter;  but  still,  if  from 
any  unforeseen  circumstances  the  Order  in  Council  shall  be  re- 
voked, the  freehold  is  in  him,  and  to  him  will  revert  tlie  right  to 
fees  for  burials  which  he  enjoyed  before  the  ground  was  closed. 
I  am  therefore  not  able  to  see  that  there  is  any  body  or  corpora- 
tion in  existence  who  has  any  interest  except  the  rector.  It  is 
said  by  the  law  of  England  that  the  freehold  of  all  land  must 
be  somewhere — it  is  never  in  abeyance ;  and  undoubtedly,  in 
this  case,  the  freehold  of  this  land  taken  by  the  corporation  is  in 
the  rector.  Then,  if  the  freehold  is  in  him,  must  I  not  recognise 
the  person  in  whom  the  freehold  is  as  being  entitled  to  the  per- 
ception of  profits,  whatever  profits  there  are  or  may  be  ?  There 
is  much  land  in  this  country,  which  does  not  produce  any  imme- 
diate profit,  in  which  the  ownership  is  just  as  absolute  as  if  it 
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actually  at  the  present  moment  prodaced  profit.    There  is  only    Y.-O.  M. 
one  person,  I  repeat,  now  in  existence  who  has  any  interest  in  this       1870 
land,  and  that  is  the  rector  of  the  parish.  Exparte 

That  would  be  my  view  of  the  case  if  it  had  not  been  previously  ^J^iwool 
considered ;  but  I  am  happy  to  find  that  a  precisely  similar  point  -"* 
(for  I  am  unable  to  see,  after  hearing  the  argument,  any  distinction 
between  this  case  and  In  re  St.  Pancras  Burial  Ground  (1)  )  was 
decided  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  in  1866.  That  was  the  case  of 
a  burial-ground  provided  at  the  parish  expense,  in  which  the 
burial  fees  were  divided,  in  a  manner  which  it  is  not  necessary  to 
go  into,  between  the  incumbent  of  the  parish  and  the  church- 
wardens. The  churchwardens  were  the  trustees.  There  the  land 
was  taken  for  railway  purposes,  as  here  for  the  improvement  of 
the  town,  but  under  a  similar  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  there  the 
decision  was  that  the  income  of  the  money  arising  from  the  sale 
of  the  land  was  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees.  The  Vice-Chancellor 
says,  ^  Therefore  the  right  course  now  is  to  make  simply  an  order 
as  prayed,  and  that  these  accumulations  and  the  future  dividends 
be  paid  to  the  trustees ;"  that  is,  to  be  paid  to  precisely  the  same 
persons  as  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  burial  fees  if  the  burial- 
ground  had  not  been  closed. 

Again,  before  the  same  learned  Judge,  in  the  case  oiSt  Andrew^ 
Hdbom,  where  the  incumbent  and  churchwardens  were  entitled 
to  receive  the  burial  fees  in  certain  proportions,  the  land  having 
been  taken  for  the  Hclborn  Valley  Improvement^  the  same  question 
arose,  and  precisely  the  same  course  was  adopted,  namely,  the 
income  of  the  money  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  land  was  paid  to 
the  persons  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  burial  fees  if  it 
had  been  used  for  the  purpose  to  which  it  was  dedicated.  Upon 
principle,  therefore,  and  upon  the  authority  of  those  cases,  I  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  only  person  who  has  any  interest  in  this 
land  is  the  actual  freeholder  for  the  time  being,  the  rector  of  the 
parish ;  and  to  him  therefore  these  dividends  must  be  paid  until 
further  order. 

With  regard  to  those  other  two  persons  who  are  suggested  to 
have  an  interest,  namely,  the  parish  clerk  and  the  sexton,  I  agree 
with  what  Mr.  Cotton  said,  that  although  in  a  certain  manner  they 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  178. 
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V.-G.  M,     have  an  interest  that  burials  shall  take  place,  because  the  parish 

1870       clerk  for  attending  personally  would  have  a  fee,  and  the  sexton 

;i^^Z^     would  have  his  fees  for  opening  the  ground,  yet  I  cannot  regard 

f^l^^^l    them  as  having  any  interest  in  the  soil.    I  think  they  have  acted 

wisely  in  not  coming  forward,  because  if  they  were  here  I  should 

have  had  to  dismiss  their  claim,  as  in  my  opinion  they  have  no 
interest  in  the  soil,  but  have  money  rights  only.  I  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  make  any  reference  to  them.  The  order  will  be  as 
prayed :  until  further  order  pay  the  dividends  of  the  fund,  after 
such  costs  as  will  have  to  be  paid  out  of  it,  to  the  present  rector 
and  his  successors  for  the  time  being. 

With  regard  to  the  costs,  the  right  course  will  be  for  the 
corporation  to  pay  the  Petitioner's  costs,  who  must  have  come 
before  the  Court ;  and  that  Mr.  Millar's  clients,  who  have  come 
and  have  not  sustained  their  case,  should  bear  their  own  costs. 
At  the  same  time,  considering  the  peculiarity  of  the  case,  I  should 
suggest  as  the  fair  course  that  the  corporation  should  pay  the  costs 
of  the  Petition,  and  that  the  costs  of  Mr.  Millar's  and  Mr.  Bdbinson's 
clients  should  be  paid  out  of  the  fund. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitionem :  Messrs.  Fidd,  Roscoe,  dt  Go. 

Solicitor  for  the  Vestry  of  8t  Peters :  Mr.  /.  JS.  Batten. 

Solicitors  for  the  Corporation  of  Liverpool:  Messrs.  Torr,  Jane- 
way  y  dt  Tagart. 

Solicitors  for  the  Burial  Board:  Messrs.  Sharpe,  Parkers,  & 
Pritchard 
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Ike  parU  EECTOB  OF  ST.  MABTIN'S,  BIEMINGHAM.         v..O.  m. 

jBurial-gnmndr^Mights  of  Hector—Freehold   of    CJiurehyard— Burial   Feeih-  J^^ 

Lands  Clauses  Act-^Beceipt  of  *'Bents  and  Profits  " — Trust  for  the  Use  of  the  i^ov.  18. 

Inhabitants — Additional  Ground  provided  by  Bates—Dividends  on  Fund  in  — — 
Court, 

A  rector  who  has  enjoyed  the  right  to  burial  fees  from  a  burial-ground,  the 
freehold  of  which  is  vested  in  trustees,  is  the  person  entitled  under  sect  70  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits. 

By  an  Act  of  Parliament  reciting  the  insufficiency  of  an  existing  church- 
yard, the  rector  and  churchwardens  and  certain  other  persons  were  consti- 
tuted trustees,  and  empowered  to  enlarge  the  existing  churchyard  and  to 
buy  land  for  an  additional  burial-ground,  to  be  conveyed  to  the  rector  and 
churchwardens  **  for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish."  In  1849  a 
portion  of  the  land  purchased  under  the  Act  was  taken  by  a  railway  company, 
and  the  purchase-money  paid  into  Court  under  the  Lands  Clauses  ConsoHda- 
tion  Act,    The  bniial-gi'ound  was  subsequently  closed  for  burials : — 

Held,  that)  inasmuch  as  the  land  was  intended  as  an  addition  to  the  church- 
yard, the  rights  of  the  rector  therein  were  the  same  as  his  rights  in  the  old 
churchyard,  so  far  as  they  were  not  affected  by  the  Act  under  which  the 
land  vfSiS  purchased,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  dividends  on  the  fund  in 
Court  so  long  as  it  remained  there. 

XHIS  was  a  Petition  for  payment  to  the  rector  of  St.  Martin% 
Birmingham^  of  the  dividends  on  a  fund  in  Court  representing  the 
purchase-money  of  a  portion  of  a  burial-ground  belonging  to  the 
parish  of  St.  Martin,  and  taken  by  the  London  and  North  Western 
Railway  Company. 

By  an  Act  of  47  Geo.  3,  c.  xv.  (1807),  reciting  that  the  population 
of  the  extensive  town  of  Birmingham  had  of  late  years  considerably 
increased,  and  that  the  churchyard  or  burial-ground  belonging  to 
the  parish  of  St,  Martin  was  of  very  small  extent,  and  not  suf- 
ficiently large  for  the  interment  of  persons  who  died  in  the  said 
parish,  and  that  it  would  very  much  contribute  to  the  health  and 
accommodation  of  the  said  parish  if  the  said  churchyard  was  en- 
larged, and  if  certain  houses  and  buildings  surrounding  the  same 
were  taken  down,  and  the  ground  on  which  such  houses  and  build- 
ings then  stood  were  added  thereto ;  and  that  it  was  also  expedient 
that  an  additional  burial-ground  should  be  provided  for  the  use  of 
the  said  parish,  the  rector  and  churchwardens  and  certain  other 
jyersons  were  appointed  trustees  for  putting  the  Act  in  execution. 
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V.-O.M,     And  it  was  enacted  (sect.  11)  that  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  the- 
1870        said  churchyard,  and  for  providing  an  additional  cemetery  or  burial- 
Ex  parte     ground  for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish,  the  said 
St  1SSb™'s  *™8*^®s  should  have  full  power  and  authority  to  treat  and  agree- 
BaoaKOHAu.  with  any  person  or  persons  interested  in  any  messuages,  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  for  the 
purchase  of  his,  her,  or  their  interest  therein.    The  Act  then  em- 
powered bodies  corporate,  and  trustees  for  persons  under  disability, 
'     and  persons  having  partial  interests  in  land,  ^^  to  contract  for,  sell, 
convey,  assign,  and  surrender  unto  the  rector  and  churchwardens  of 
the  parish  of  St.  Martin,  in  the  town  of  Birmingham,  in  trust  for 
the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish,  all  his,  her,  and  their  right  and 
interest  in  and  to  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,"  and  empowered* 
such  persons  to  convey  the  interest  of  the  persons  in  remainder  or 
under  disability,  as  well  as  their  own  interest  in  the  land ;  and 
provided  that  the  quantity  of  land  to  be  purchased  by  virtue  of 
that  Act^  should  not  exceed  three  acres  in  the  whole.     By  sect*  18 
the  churchwardens  and  trustees  were  empowered  to  raise  money,, 
for  the  purchase  of  land  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act^  by  rates.    The 
Act  contained  no  provisions  as  to  burial  fees. 

The  trustees,  under  the  Act,  made  some  addition  to  the  then* 
existing  churchyard,  and  purchased  an  additional  burial-ground 
at  or  near  Park  Street,  Birmingham.  The  purchase-money  was  pro- 
vided by  rates  levied  over  the  entire  parish,  and  the  land  was  con- 
veyed to  the  rector  and  churchwardens,  and  the  rector  continued 
to  receive  the  same  fees  for  burials  there  as  he  had  received  for 
burials  in  the  old  churchyard. 

Under  the  provisions  of  two  Acts  of  Parliament,  passed  in^ 
1846,  which  incorporated  the  Lo/nds  Glauses  Consolidatian  Act,  the 
London  and  North  Western  BaUway  Company  took  a  portion  of  the^ 
Park  Street  burial-ground,  and  paid  the  purchase  and  compensa- 
tion money,  amounting  to  £2210  13b.  8(2.,  into  Court;  and  by  an 
order  of  the  Court,  made  on  the  2nd  of  November,  1849,  upon  a 
Petition  of  the  then  rector  and  churchwardens  of  the  parish,  the  fund 
in  Court  was  durected  to  be  invested,  and  the  income  paid  to  the 
rector  and  churchwardens,  to  be  applied  by  them  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Act  of  47  Geo.  3,  c.  15.  The  money  was  accordingly  in- 
vested in  £2345  lis.  Beduced  Annuities,  and  as  there  were  na 
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existing  purposes  of  the  Act  of  1807,  the  dividends  were  accumn-     V.-C.  M. 
lated,  and  now  amounted  to  £816  9d.  4d,  Beduced  Annuities.  1870 

The  Park  Street  burial-ground  was   closed  for  burials  by  an     Exparu 
Order  in  Couucil  made  on  the  20th  of  March,  1857,  except  in  g^^^^g 
certain  cases,  and  by  a  further  Order  it  was  absolutely  closed  from  Bibminoham. 
the  month  of  July,  1859,    By  an  Order  in  Council,  dated  the  3rd 
of  February,  1858,  the  Corporation  oi  Birmingham  were  constituted 
a  burial  board,  and  they  provided  a  large  cemetery  outside  the 
town,  which  was  paid  for  by  means  of  rates  levied  for  the  purpose,     ^ 
and  the  rector  of  St  Martinis,  Birmingham,  received  burial  fees  on 
all  bm-ials  in  the  new  cemetery  of  parishioners  of  St.  Martin's. 

At  the  time  the  Park  Street  burial-ground  was  formed  there 
was  a  building  adjoining  it,  which  was  then  used  as  a  chapel  of 
ease  for  tlie  parish  of  St  Martin.  On  the  1st  of  June,  1847,  a 
district  was  assigned  to  the  chapel  under  sect.  16  of  59  Geo.  3, 
c  134,  and  it  became  St.  Barthdomeufs  Church,  but  continued  to 
be  used  as  a  chapel  by  the  rector  of  St.  Martin's  for  the  funerals 
of  his  parishioi^rs  till  some  time  after  the  land  was  taken  by  the 
railway  company,  when  the  then  incumbent  of  St.  Bartholomew' e 
ceased  to  allow  it  to  be  so  used. 

The  rector  of  St.  Martins,  Birmingham,  presented  a  Petition 
praying  that  the  dividends  on  the  fund  iu  Court  might  be  paid  to 
him  so  long  as  it  remained  there.  Another  Petition  was  presented 
by  certain  inhabitants  and  ratepayers  of  the  same  parish,  which 
prayed  that  the  income  of  the  fund  in  Court  might  be  applied  in 
keeping  the  Park  Street  burial-ground  in  repair,  and  in  defraying 
the  costs  of  pauper  funerals,  and  that  a  scheme  might  be  directed 
of  the  fund  and  the  dividends  thereon. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  P.  Beale,  for  the  rector  of  St. 
Martin's  ;— 

This  case  differs  from  that  ot  Ex  parte  Sector  of  Liverpool  (I), 
in  the  fact  that  here  the  freehold  of  the  burial-ground  is  not  iu 
the  rector,  but  in  a  body  of  trustees ;  but  that  is  immaterial,  for 
BO  one  but  the  rector  ever  received  anything  from  the  ground. 
The  rector  has  received  all  the  fees  for  burials ;  he  is  therefore,  on 
the  authority  of  In  re  St.  Pancras  Burial  Ground  (2),  entitled  to 

(I)  Ante,  p.  15.  (2)  Law  Bep.  3  Eq.  178. 
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y.-0.  M.     the  income  of  the  fund  in  Court  so  long  as  it  remains  there.    That 

1870       is  all  he  asks,  and  he  would  offer  no  opposition  to  laying  out  the 

Exnarie     ii^ouey  in  land  to  be  held  on  the  same  trusts  as  the  old  burial- 

Rectob  of    crround.     A  trust  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  does  not  exclude 
St.  Martin  8,  °  * 

liii^HiirGHAM.  the  rector :  Beg,  v.  Abney  (1). 

Mr.  Olasae,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ba/rdsweU,  for  the  ratepayers : — 

The  case  is  entirely  distinct  from  that  of  JElx  parte  Bedor  of 
Liverpool  (2).  The  simple  question  is,  to  find  out  who  is  entitled 
under  the  statute  under  which  the  burial-ground  was  bought. 
The  matter  does  not  come  before  the  Court  for  the  first  time, 
the  order  of  Vice-Chancellor  ShaduDeU,  which  directs  the  dividends 
to  be  paid  to  the  rector  and  churchwardens,  and  applied  by  them 
in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  Parliament,  being  still  in  force. 
The  freehold  is  not  in  the  rector,  and  the  land  itself  is  directed  to 
be  held  "in  trust  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish."  An 
order  cannot  be  made  to  give  the  income  to  the  rector,  merely 
because  it  is  not  known  what  else  can  be  done  with  it.  The  rector 
has  neither  legal  right  nor  custom,  and  if  there  is  any  difficulty  as 
to  the  disposal  of  the  fund,  the  proper  course  is  to  direct  a  scheme. 
The  equitable  freehold  being  in  the  inhabitants,  they  are  entitled 
to  all  the  fruits  which  ordinarily  belong  to  the  rector  from  the 
freehold  being  in  him :  Andrews  v.  Cawthorne  (3).  In  In  re  8L 
PancroB  Burial  Qround  (4)  all  question  was  avoided  by  express 
statutory  provision. 

Mr.  Bristowe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  FeUows^  for  the  vicar  and  church- 
wardens of  8L  Bartholomew's,  which  was  separated  from  St  Martin's 
for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  but  not  for  rating  purposes : — 

There  being  no  question  as  to  freehold  in  the  present  case,  the 
question  of  the  right  of  the  rector  resolves  itself  into  the  right  to 
receive  burial  fees.  It  is  admitted  that  the  rector  has  no  right  at 
Common  Law  to  receive  fees,  and  no  custom  is  set  up,  and  no 
statutory  right  is  given.  Therefore  whatever  fees  the  rector 
received  in  respect  of  the  land  were  for  reading  the  burial  service, 
and  he  could  not  have  insisted  on  doing  that  at  the  Park  Street 

(1)  23  L.  J.  (M.  C.)  154.  (3)  Willes,  636. 

(2)  AiHe,  p.  15.  (4)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  173. 
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burial-ground  after  8t,  Bartholomew^ 8  was  made  a  separate  district.     Y.-C.  M. 
The  repair  of  the  Park  Street  ground  would  be  a  proper  applica-       1870 
tion  of  the  income,  and  any  surplus  might  well  be  applied  in     Ex  parte 

reduction  of  the  rates.    The  eflFect  of  Lord  Blandford's  Act  (58  gJ'Su^-s, 

Oeo.  3,  c.  45)  on  the  rights  of  the  rector  is  shewn  in  Gough  v.  Bibmikgham. 
Jonei  (1). 

Mr.  F.  A.  Lewin,  for  six  parishes  separated  from  8t.  MartMs 
«ince  the  land  at  Parh  Street  was  bought. 

Mr.  Dalify  for  the  churchwardens  of  St.  Martin's. 

Mr.  Macnaffhten,  for  the  late  rector,  who  would  be  entitled  to 
a  proportion  of  the  accumulation. 

Mr.  WiekenSy  for  the  Attorney-General : — 

It  would  be  a  proper  course  to  direct  a  scheme  to  be  settled  in 
•Chambers,  and  if  it  were  considered  that  the  rector  had  only  a 
moral  claim  that  would  be  considered  in  Chambei's. 

Mr.  Speed,  for  the  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company. 

Mr.  Cottony  in  reply : — 

The  arguments  in  opposition  to  the  claim  of  the  rector  have 
-established  no  affirmative  title  in  any  one  else.  The  present  rate- 
payers have  no  rights  arising  out  of  rates  paid  by  former  ratepayers. 
The  trust  of  the  new  ground  was  for  burial  purposes,  and  it  was  in- 
tended that  the  new  ground  should  be  in  the  same  position  as  the 
old  churchyard.  The  case  is  governed  by  Ex  parte  Rector  of 
Liverpool  (2),  not  because  the  freehold  is  in  the  rector,  but  because 
at  is  vested  in  trustees  for  use  as  a  burial-ground. 

Sir  B.  Malins,  Y.C,  after  reading  the  preamble  and  sect  11 
of  the  Act  of  1807,  and  shortly  stating  the  general  effect  of  the 
Act^  continued : — 

The  object  of  the  Act  was  to  enlarge  the  churchyard,  and  to 
obtain'  a  new  piece  of  ground  as  near  as  possible  to  it ;  and  the 
land  to  be  acquired  by  means  of  rates  was  to  be  conveyed  to  the 

(1)  11  W.  R.  107.  (2)  Ante,  p.  15. 
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y.-O.  M.     rector  and  churchwardens  in  trust  for  the  use  of  tlie  inhabitants, 
1870        The  Act  is  silent  as  to  fees  for  burials ;  I  must,  therefore,  hold 
Ex  parte     ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^"^  ^^^  ^^"^  burial-ground  were  to  be  in  the  same  posi* 
StIS^to'8  *^^^  ^  ^®®^  ^^^^  *^®  ^'^  churchyard.     There  is  no  evidence  ais  to 
BiBimiGH&M.  when  the  land  was  acquired ;  but  it  must  have  been  soon  after  the 
Act  was  obtained,  probably  in  1809.    It  is  positively  stated  that 
all  the  fees,  from  1809  to  1849,  were  received  by  the  rector.    It  is 
argued  that  the  Act  provides  that  the  land  acquired  shall  be  held 
for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants ;  but  for  what  use,  except  for  providing- 
an  additional  burial-ground  ?    So  that,  when  the  land  is  said  to  be 
acquired  for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants,  that  means  for  their  use  for 
burial  purposes.    Consequently,  the  land  is  simply  an  addition  to 
the  old  churchyard,  in  respect  of  which  the  rector  formerly  received 
fees.     The  rector  continued  to  receive  the  fees  from  this  addition 
till  a  new  state  of  things  arose  quite  imexpectedly,  and  the  London 
and  North  Western  Bailway  Company  took  part  of  this  land  for  the 
construction  of  their  line.  The  purchase-money  was  paid  into  Court, 
and,  by  an  order  of  Vice-Chancellor  Shadwell,  it  was  directed  to  be 
applied  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act.    No  direction  was  made  as  to 
dividends,  and  there  being  no  purposes  of  the  Act  to  which  they 
could  be  applied  they  have  simply  accumulated,  and  make  part  of 
the  fund  in  Court.    The  question  I  have  now  to  determine  is,  who 
is  entitled  to  these  dividends.     The  rector  is  the  only  person  who> 
ever  received  any  money  from  the  burial-ground.  The  parishioners- 
had  the  right  to  take  the  dead  there  to  be  buried ;  but  they  never 
had  any  right  to  receive  any  money,  and  the  rector  was  the  only 
person  who  ever  did  receive  any.    Only  last  week  I  had  a  some- 
what similar  case  before  me,  that  of  Ex  parte  Rector  of  Liver- 
pool (1).  In  that  case  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  rather  different,, 
and,  in  one  respect,  I  think,  rather  more  unfavourable  to  the  rector ; 
the  burial-ground  having  been  long  closed  before  the  land  was 
taken,  and  the  rector  having  in  consequence  ceased  ta  derive  any 
income  whatever  from  it.   In  that  case  I  had  to  decide  whether  the 
rector  or  any  one  else  was  entitled  to  receive  the  dividends  on  the 
fund  in  Court,  and  I  held  that  the  rector  was  entitled.    L  have 
asked  whether  there  is  any  intention  to  appeal  from  my  decision,, 
and  as  I  find  that  there  is  to  be  no  appeal,  I  must  conclude  that  my 

(1)  AnU,  p.  15. 
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decision  was  right.  In  the  present  case  the  land,  at  the  time  it  Y.-O.  M. 
was  taken,  was  in  actual  use  for  burials,  and  the  fact  of  it  being  1870 
taken  caused  a  diminution  in  the  source  of  a  portion  of  the  rector's  Exparu 
income.  Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  he  ought  to  receive  the  s^SSStim's 
income  arising  from  the  money  in  Court,  inasmuch  as  it  represents  BmimrGHAM. 
the  land  which  formed  a  previous  source  of  income.  But  it  is  said 
that  the  ground  was  originally  provided  by  money  derived  from 
rates,  and  therefore  the  ratepayers  are  entitled  to  some  interest 
therein.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  immaterial  from  what 
source  the  money  was  derived,  but  it  was  justly  replied  that,  if 
I  thought  there  was  anything  in  that  argument,  I  must  return 
the  money  to  the  old  ratepayers  who  contributed  it,  not  to  the 
persons  who  happen  to  pay  rates  now.  Then  it  was  said  that  the 
money  might  be  applied  to  various  parish  purposes,  such  as  the 
expense  of  pauper  funerals  or  repairing  the  churchyard ;  but  no 
reason  whatever  was  shewn  why  the  parties  liable  to  these  charges 
should  be  relieved  out  of  this  fund.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  why 
taking  away  a  source  of  income  from  the  rector  must  not  be 
t^onsidered  an  important  circumstance.  I  must,  therefore,  hold  to 
the  view  which  I  expressed  in  Ex  parte  Reetor  of  Liverpool  (1), 
that  the  rector  is  the  only  person  who  has  made  out  any  title.  It 
has  been  said  that  the  ground  of  my  former  decision  was  that  the 
freehold  of  the  land  was  in  the  rector,  and  that  in  the  present  case 
the  freehold  is  in  a  body  of  trustees  ;  but  that  was  not  the  main 
ground  of  my  decision,  and  I  should  have  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion if  there  had  been  no  question  of  freehold.  And  the 
rector  is  not  less  the  person  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  land  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  legal  fee  is  vested  in  three 
other  persons,  who  have  no  right  to  receive  any  burial  or  other 
fees.  But  if  the  case  is  not  completely  covered  by  Ex  parte 
Bector  of  Liverpool,  it  is  covered  by  In  re  St.  Pancras  Burial 
Ground  (2).  There  the  income  of  the  fund  was  directed  to 
be  divided  according  to  the  mode  of  division  of  the  burial  fees 
under  the  special  Act.  The  present  Act  makes  no  disposition  of 
burial  fees,  consequently  the  right  to  receive  them  remains  fixed 
by  the  Common  Law.  The  land  has  been  diminished  in  quantity, 
and  as  the  rector  was  entitled  to  all  the  profits  of  the  land,  he 

(1)  Ante,  p.  15.  (2)  Law  Bep.  3  Eq.  173. 
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V.C.  M.  must  receive  the  dividends  on  the  fund  in  Court  so  long  as  it 

1870  remains  there.    The  case  has  been  fairly  and  properly  argued^ 

ExfMtie  ^^d  ^^  parties  are  entitled  to  their  costs,  which,  so  far  as  the 

RwTOB  o¥  railway  jg  not  bound  to  pay  them,  must  be  paid  out  of  the  fund. 

Mr.  Cotton  said  it  might  be  questioned  whether  the  rector  of 
8t.  Bartholomew  was  entitled  to  appear. 

The  Yice-Changellob  considered  that  he  might  have  his  costs 
out  of  pocket. 

Solicitors  for  the  Jtector  and  the  Churchwardens  of  St.  Marlines  : 
Messrs.  Mathews  <&  Mathews. 

Solicitors  for  the  Eatepayers  and  the  late  Bector :  Messrs.  Burton, 
YeateSy  dt  Hart. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bector  of  St.  Bartlwlomew's :  Messrs.  Fallows  d: 
Whitehead,  agents  for  Messrs.  AUcock  <&  MHward,  Birmingham. 

Solicitors  for  the  Attorney-General :  Messrs.  Baven  dt  Bradley. 

Solicitors  for  the  six  other  Districts :  Messrs.  AUcock  &  Milward, 
Birmingham. 
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HAEYEY  V.  HALL.  v.-o.  ». 

1870 
Practice — Injunctian — Contempt — Motion  to  Commit — Amendment  of  Bid —  *-v^ 

DtlAon  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62),  «.  4.  ^f^-  ^ 

An  injimciioD,  if  granted  upon  merits,  is  not  dissolred  by  amendment  of 
the  bill,  though  the  amendment  be  without  saving  the  injunction. 

An  order  was  made  on  a  Defendant  to  deliver  to  a  rt'ceiver  bills  and 
cheques,  "  or  "  to  pay  moneys  received  in  respect  of  them.  The  Defendant 
said  he  delivered  over  the  only  bill  in  his  possession,  and  that  he  had  cashed 
the  others,  but  did  not  say  whether  before  or  after  th^  order;  and  then  said 
that  neglect  to  pay  over  the  moneys  (which  he  admitted  he  had  received) 
was  merely  making  a  default  in  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  within  the 
meaning  of  the  DtUors  Act,  1869,  sect.  4  : — 

Held,  that  the  Defendant  had  committed  a  clear  breach  of  the  order,  and 
that  the2)e&^ors.^f^  had  no  application ;  and  order  for  committal  accordingly. 

IHIS  was  a  motion  to  commit  the  Defendant,  Alexander  Ball,  for 
breach  of  both  or  one  of  two  orders  made  in  the  cause,  and  dated 
respectively  the  9th  of  Jnne,  1870,  and  the  2l8t  of  July,  1870. 

The  bill  was  filed  for  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership  between 
the  Plaintiff  Richard  Harvey  and  the  Defendant,  and  alleged 
(amongst  other  things)  that  the  Defendant  had  retained  certain 
cheques  and  bills  of  the  partnership.  By  the  order  of  the  9th  of 
June  an  injunction  was  granted  until  the  hearing  "or  further 
order;"  a  receiver  was  ordered  to  be  appointed,  and  the  Defen- 
dant was  ordered  to  deliver  over  all  moneys,  cheques,  bills,  notes, 
and  partnership  effects,  and  securities  in  his  hands,  to  the  receiver 
when  appointed.  The  receiver  was  appointed ;  and  by  the  order 
of  the  21st  of  July,  1870,  it  was  ordered  **  by  consent"  that  the 
Defendant  should,  within  four  days  after  service  of  the  order, 
deliver  to  the  receiver  the  said  bills  and  clieques,  "or  within  the 
time  aforesaid  pay  to  the  said  receiver  all  moneys  received  by 
him  or  any  person  or  persons  on  his  behalf  in  respect  of  such  bills 
or  cheques." 

Subsequently  to  the  injunction  writ,  which  was  dated  the  22nd 
day  of  June,  1870,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  at  the  Eolls  the  common 
order  to  amend,  but  without  saving  the  injunction. 

The  Defendant  put  in  his  answer,  dated  the  22nd  day  of 
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V.C. B.      October,  1870,  and  therein  stated,  in  answer  to  an  interrogatory, 
1870        as  follows : — 

Hartey         "  I  admit  that  I  have  received  cheques  on  account  of  the  firm,  .  . . 
Hall.      ^^^>  ^^  ^*^*»  retained  the  same,  but  only  those  hereafter  mentioned 

in  the  list  hereinafter  stated ;  and  I  say  that  until  the  PlaintiflF, 

who  had  the  key  of  the  safe  in  which  the  bills,  cheques,  and  other 
documents  of  the  partnership  were  kept,  refused  me  access  thereto, 
I  had  always  deposited  the  said  bills,  cheques,  and  other  docu- 
ments therein,  from  whence  the  cheques  were  duly  transferred  to 
the  bankers  to  our  account ;  but,  afterwards,  I  admit  that  I  retained 
certain  cheques  and  bills  of  exchange  (but  no  promissory  notes  or 
other  negotiable  instruments)  belonging  to  the  firm  ...  a  list  of 
all  which  I  subjoin,  and  all  of  which  have  been  collected  or  con- 
verted into  cash,  with  the  exception  of"  one  bill,  ** which  my 
solicitor  has  duly  handed  over  to  the  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiif  " .  .  . 
The  list  is  as  follows:  (then  followed  a  list),  The  Defendant 
proceeded : — 

^'  Under  the  circumstances  aforesaid  I  am  unable  to  pay  in  the 
said  cheques  to  the  bankers  •  .  .  and  to  deposit  the  said  bills  of 
exchange  in  the  safe  thereof;  but  I  admit  that  I  am  accountable 
in  respect  of  the  moneys  I  have  so  received  in  any  account  that 
may  be  hereafter  directed  by  this  honourable  Court  on  the  hearing 
of  this  suit,  and  not  before ;  and  I  say  that  if  any  order  at  Chambers 
has  been  made,  as  alleged  by  consent,  for  the  paynient  of  such 
moneys  to  the  receiver,  .  .  .  neither  I  nor  my  solicitor  gave  any 
authority  for  such  consent,  and  I  refuse  to  be  bound  thereby ;  and 
the  Plaintiff  will  attach  me  at  his  peril,  as  I  decline  to  account 
until  there  shall  be  a  decree  for  an  account  in  this  suit." 

Mr.  LUtle,  Q.C*,  and  Mr.  Lindley,  for  the  motion : — 

The  moneys  have  been  received  by  the  Defendant,  and  not  paid 
by  him  to  the  receiver.    This  is  a  clear  contempt. 

Mr.  George  Lovell,  for  the  Defendant : — 

The  injunction  is  gone  by  the  common  order  for  amending  the 
bill  having  been  obtained  without  saving  the  injunction :  Home  t. 
Watsim  (1). 

(1)2  Sim.  85. 
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The  order  of  the  9th  of  June,  1870,  ought  to  have  stated     V.-O.  B. 
T?ithin  what  time  the  bills  and  cheques  were  to  be  delivered,  in       1870 
accordance  with  Eule  1  of  the  G-en.  Ord.,  under  the  Debtors  Act,     habyet 
1869,  of  the  7th  of  January,  1870,  and  therefore  is  inoperative.  ^^^^ 

The  order  of  the  21st  of  July,  1870,  was  in  the  alternative,  and       

thus  became  in  the  result  a  simple  order  for  the  payment  of 
moneys,  and  consequently  within  the  Debtors  Act,  1869,  whereby 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  commit  for  contempt  for  non- 
payment of  money  is  ousted :  Hewitson  v.  Shermn  (1).  In  Thomjp- 
son  T.  Dunn  (2)  Lord  HcUherley  distinguishes  between  the  cases  of 
partners  and  trustees,  and  says :  *'  The  case  of  a  partnership  stands 
on  a  different  footing,  for  there  no  use  can  be  made  of  the  account 
before  the  hearing." 

Mr.  LitUe,  in  reply : — 

Home  V.  Watson  (3)  was  under  the  old  practice. 

[The  Vice-Ohancellob: — Where  an  injunction  has  been  granted 
on  the  merits,  it  is  not  lost  by  the  amendment  of  the  bill.] 

As  to  the  Debtors  Act,  1869,  the  Defendant  was,  as  a  partner,  in 
a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  therefore  came  under  the  3rd  exception 
in  the  4th  section  of  that  statute. 

Mr.  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

I  think,  Mr.  Little,  I  need  not  trouble  you  further. 

There  are  two  orders  in  this  cause,  one  of  them  made  after 
hearing  counsel  for  the  Defendant,  the  other  with  his  consent.  By 
the  former,  which  has  been  commented  on,  an  injunction  was 
ordered  to  the  hearing  or  further  order,  a  receiver  was  ordered  to 
be  appointed,  and  the  Defendant  was  ordered  to  deliver  over  to 
the  receiver  all  cheques,  moneys,  and  effects  belonging  to  the 
partnership.  The  second  was  more  pointed.  Some  interval 
elapsed,  during  which  the  order  directing  payment  over  was  not 
complied  with,  and  then,  by  consent,  the  Defendant  was  ordered  to 
do  one  of  two  things — either  to  deliver  to  the  receiver  the  bills 
and  cheques,  or  within  four  days  to  pay  all  moneys  received  by 

(I)  Law  Kep.  10  Eq.  53.  (2)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  673,  576. 

(3)  2  Sim.  86. 
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V.-0.  B.     him,  or  by  any  person  on  his  behalf,  in  respect  of  the  bills  and 

1870        cheques. 
Habyet         The  meaning  of  that  must  be,  that,  as  some  of  the  bills  were 
^^^       current,  these  bills  and  the  cheques  were  to  be  delivered  over  in 

four  days ;  or  that,  if  the  cheques  had  been  cashed,  their  proceeds 

were  to  be  paid  over  within  the  same  period. 

By  these  orders  the  Defendant  is  clearly  bound.  The  circum- 
stance that  the  order  is  in  the  alternative  does  not  alter  its 
character  in  the  smallest  degree.  The  Defendant's  answer  puts  the 
matter  beyond  the  possibility  of  question.  He  says :  ^^  I  admit,"  &c. 
[His  Honour  read  the  passage  extracted  above.]  But  he  does  not 
state  in  his  answer  whether  they  were  received  before  the  21st  of 
July — that  is  to  say,  whether  the  alternative  would,  at  that  date, 
have  had  a  direct  application,  or  whether  it  has  only  acquired  it 
since,  in  which  caae  there  would  have  been  a  clear  breach  of  the 
order. 
The  order  for  committal  must  therefore  go. 
The  Debtors  Aety  1869,  has  no  application  to,  and  has  nothing  to 
do  with,  the  case.  If  the  Defendant  had  not  consented  to  the 
order,  the  matter  would  have  been  plain ;  but  as  he  did  consent, 
it  is  equally  plain.  The  service  of  the  order  has  been  duly  made. 
The  disobedience  to  the  order  is  clear,  and  has  been  duly  proved ; 
and  the  Defendant  must  be  committed  for  the  contempt  which  he 
himself  admits. 

Mr.  LitUe  said  he  preferred  to  take  the  order  for  the  contempt 
in  respect  of  the  breach  of  the  second  order  only. 

The  Vioe-Chancellob  assented. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff :  Messrs.  Lawrance,  Plews,  Boyer,  dt 
Baker, 

Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  J,  CreBsy  Hall, 
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MERCHANT  TAYLORS'  COMPANY  v.  ATTORNEY-  m.  h. 

GENERAL.  isro 


Charitable  Devise — Gift  for  Purposes  not  exhausting  whdU  Income — Surplus,      -^oi\3,  4,  9. 

A  testator  devised  certain  houses  and  tenements  to  the  Master,  Wardens, 
and  Commonalty  of  the  Company  of  Merchant  Taylors^ ''  to  this  intent  and 
upon  this  condition,'*  that  the  Master  and  Wardens  should  every  year,  out  of  the 
rents,  provide  for  twelve  poor  men  and  twelve  poor  women  of  the  city  of 
London  certain  garments  of  a  specified  price ;  and  he  directed  the  chamber- 
lain and  town  clerk  of  the  city  of  London  to  put  the  company  in  mind  and 
see  that  the  garments  were  given,  and  gave  to  them  for  so  doing  lOs.  a  piece 
out  of  the  rents ;  and  so  that  the  whole  residue  of  the  rents  the  Master  and 
Wardens  should  maintain  and  gather  into  a  stock,' and  therewith  repair,  and 
if  need  be  rebuild  the  tenements :  and  in  case  the  Master  and  Wardens  should 
be  remiss  and  negligent  in  delivering  the  said  garments,  then  he  willed 
that  the  parson,  churchwardens,  and  parishioners  of  St  MichaeTs,  ComhtU, 
should  enter  upon  the  lands  and  tenements  and  hold  the  same,  "  to  this  intent 
and  upon  this  condilien,"  that  they  should  bestow  the  yearly  rents  in  and 
upon  the  garments  of  the  twelve  poor  men  and  twelve  poor  women,  and  upon 
the  reparation  of  the  tenements,  and  the  said  20s,  to  the  chamberlain  and  town 
clerk.  At  the  death  of  the  testator  the  income  arising  from  the  tenements 
was  considerably  greater  than  was  required  for  the  charitable  purposes  ex- 
pressed in  the  will,  and  the  payment  of  the  20s.  to  the  chamberlain  and  town 
clerk,  and  subsequently  the  income  became  very  much  greater : — 

ffddf  that  the  Merchant  Taylors*  Company  were  not  entitled  to  the  surplus 
for  their  own  benefit,  but  were  bound  to  apply  it  for  charitable  purposes. 

Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Wax  Chandiert^  Company  (1)  distinguished  and 
explained. 

jRoBEBT  DONEYN,  formerly  a  member  of  the  Company  of 
Merchant  Taylors,  in  the  city  of  London,  made  his  will,  dated  the 
let  of  December,  1570,  and  the  language  of  such  will,  with  the 
spelling  modernised,  was  as  follows : — 

''  This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Robert  Donhyn,  citizen 
and  merchant  taylor,  of  London,  concerning  the  order,  devise,  and 
disposition  of  all  and  singular  my  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments whatsoeyer  they  be,  whereof  I  am  seised  of  an  estate  in  fee 
.simple,  situate,  lying,  and  being  within  the  parish  of  St.  Botolph 
WUhoui,  Bishopsgate,  of  London,  rented  yearly  at  £26  or  there- 
abouts, and  of  all  other  my  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 

.     (1)  Law  Rep.  8  £q.  452 ;  Ibid.  5  Ch.  503. 
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M.  B.  lying  elsewhere  within  the  said  city  of  London^  in  manner  and  form 

1870  following  (that  is  to  say) :  First,  all  that  my  messuage  or  house. 

Merchant  with  all  singular  commodities  and  appurtenances  thereto  belong- 

Q^^^  ing,  which  the  9th  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  God 

.     ^'  1568,  I  purchased  of  the  Company  of  Waterhearers  in  London, 

Attorney-  »        r  ^      ^    j  ^ 

General,  being  now  rented  at  £4  by  the  year,  I  give  and  devise  unto  the 
parson  and  churchwardens  of  the  parish  church  of  Bi.  Miehad  in 
CornhiUy  in  London,  for  the  time  being,  and  to  their  successors^ 
parson  and  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish  church,  for  ever,  to 
this  intent,  that  the  parson,  churchwardens,  and  parishioners  of  the 
said  parish,  or  some  of  them,  shall,  vnlth  the  profits  thereof,  provide 
and  give  every  week,  weekly  on  the  Sunday  for  ever,  one  dozen  of 
penny  bread  with  the  wantage  in  the  church  to  and  amongst  the 
poorest  householders  of  the  said  parish  where  most  need  shall 
appear,  and  2  shillings  of  the  rest  of  the  rent  I  give  to  the  church- 
wardens for  their  pains,  and  the  whole  rest  of  the  rent  I  will  shall 
be  reserved  to  the  maintenance  of  the  reparations  of  the  said  house* 
Item :  I  give  and  devise  all  my  lands,  tenements,  and  gardens, 
with  their  appurtenances,  in  the  said  parish  of  St  Botolph,  called  or 
known  by  the  name  of  Bdl  AUey,  unto  the  Master,  Wardens^  and 
Commonalty  of  the  Company  Mystery  of  Merchant  Taylors,  in  the 
city  of  London,  and  to  their  successors,  for  ever,  to  this  intent  and 
upon  this  condition,  that  they  the  said  Master  and  Wardens  of  the 
said  company,  or  some  of  them,  and  their  successors,  shall  yearly, 
every  year,  for  ever,  of  and  with  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said 
lands,  tenements,  and  gardens  in  the  said  parish  of  St.  Botolph 
Without,  Bishopsgate,  aforesaid,  provide,  buy,  and  give,  or  cause  to 
be  provided  and  given,  unto  12  poor  men  inhabiting  within  the 
city  of  London,  being  of  honest  fame  and  name,  such  as  they  shall 
think  thereof  to  have  most  need,  without  favour  or  affection,  the 
number  of  12  gowns  of  Welsh  frieze  of  the  price  of  16  pence  the 
yard,  12  shirts  of  the  value  of  2  shillings  each  shirt,  and  12  pair  of 
shoes  of  12  pence  the  pair  (that  is  to  say) :  to  each  poor  man  . 
one  frieze  gown,  one  shirt,  and  one  pair  of  shoes,  and  that  there 
be  7  yards  of  the  same  frieze  to  each  such  gown ;  and  so  that  they  do 
also  provide,  buy,  and  give,  or  cause  to  be  provided  and  given 
yearly  for  ever,  of  and  with  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  same  lands, 
tenements,  and  gardens,  unto  12  poor  women  of  honest  conver- 
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satioii  and  in  good  name  and  {nme,  such  as  they  the  said  Master  IL  B. 
and  Wardens  shall  think  to  have  most  need  thereof^  without  fayour  1870 
or  affection,  the  number  of  12  cassocks  of  like  frieze  and  of  like  MmoHAar 
price,  and  also  12  smocks  of  20  pence  the  piece,  and  12  pair  of  shoes  q^^^ 
of  12  pence  the  pair,  that  is^  to  each  of  those  12  poor  women  one  <^ 
cassock  of  frieze,  one  smock,  and  one  pair  of  shoes,  and  that  there  GmsBAL. 
be  5  yards  and  a  half  of  the  same  to  every  such  cassock ;  and  that  """" 
the  said  12  gowns  and  12  cassocks  be  delivered  yearly  to  the  said 
number  of  poor  men  and  women,  ready  made,  together  with  the 
shirts,  smocks,  and  shoes  afore  appointed  at  the  Feast  of  the  Birth 
of  our  Lord  Grod,  without  any  further  delay ;  and  to  the  intent  that 
the  said  12  poor  men's  gowns,  with  their  shirts  and  shoes,  and  12 
poor  women's  cassocks,  with  their  smocks  and  shoes,  may  be  the 
better  seen,  performed,  and  delivered,  according  to  my  mind  and 
intent,  and  the  condition  in  that  behalf  appointed  for  ever,  I  do 
instantly  herein  require  and  pray  the  chamberlain  of  the  city  of 
London,  and  the  town  clerk  of  the  same  City  for  the  time  being, 
and  their  successors,  that  they  will  yearly,  at  the  Feast  of  All 
Saints,  call  upon  and  put  in  mind  the  said  Master  and  Wardens  of 
the  said  Company  of  Merchant  Taylors,  and  look  that  the  said  12 
poor  men's  gowns  and  their  shirts  and  shoes,  and  12  poor  women's 
cassocks  and  their  smocks  and  shoes,  be  justly  and  truly  given  and 
yearly  bestowed  according  to  my  mind  and  devise  in  this  my 
present  testament  before  declared :  and  I  give  to  the  same  cham- 
berlain and  town  derk,  and  their  successors,  chamberlain  and  town 
clerk  of  the  said  City  for  the  time  being,  for  ever,  for  their  labour 
and  pains  to  be  taken  in  that  behalf,  10  shillings  a  piece  yearly  for 
ever  at  the  Feast  of  Christmas,  to  be  received  at  the  hands  of  the 
Master  and  Wardens  of  the  said  Company  of  Merchant  Taylors  out 
of  the  issues,  rents,  and  profits  of  the  said  lands,  tenements,  and 
gardens  in  the  said  parish  of  St.  Boiolph  ;  and  so  that  the  whole 
residue  of  the  said  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands,  tenements, 
and  gardens,  they  do  maintain  and  gather  yearly  into  an  whole 
stock,  and  therewith  do  and  keep  the  reparations  of  the  said  tene- 
ments to  them  devised,  and  if  need  be  new  build  the  same  as  to 
their  discretions  need  shall  appear,  as  the  same  stock  will  fall  out : 
and  in  case  the  said  Master  and  Wardens  of  the  said  Company  of 
MerehaaU  Taylors  for  the  time  being  shall  be  remiss  and  negligent 
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in  performing  and  delivering  the  said  12  poor  men's  gowns  and 
their  said  12  shirts  and  12  pair  of  shoes^  and  the  said  12  poor 
women's  cassoclis  and  their  12  smocks  and  12  pair  of  shoes  before 
appointed  according  to  the  purport  hereof,  and  my  true  meaning 
in  this  my  testament  declared  that  then  as  now  and  now  as  then  I 
will  that  the  said  parson,  churchwardens,  and  parishioners  of  the 
said  parish  church  of  8t  Michad-iipon-ComhUl  aforesaid  shall 
enter  upon  the  same  lands,  tenements,  and  gardens  before  to  the 
said  Company  of  Merchant  Taylors  appointed,  and  the  same  shall 
hold  to  them  and  their  successors,  parson,  churchwardens,  and 
parishioners  of  the  parish  church  aforesaid  for  ever,  to  this  intent 
and  upon  condition  that  they  the  said  churchwardens  and  their 
successors  shall  bestow  the  yearly  rents  and  profits  of  the  said 
lands,  tenements,  and  gardens  in  and  upon  the  said  12  poor  men's 
gowns  and  12  poor  women's  cassocks,  and  upon  their  shirts,  smocks, 
and  shoes  before  appointed  to  be  given,  and  upon  the  reparations 
of  the  same  tenements  and  gardens,  and  the  said  20  shillings  to  the 
chamberlain  and  town  clerk  of  the  same  City  for  the  time  being 
yearly,  putting  the  said  churchwardens  and  parishioners  of  8L 
MichaeTs  aforesaid  in  mind  of  the  conditions  before  expressed." 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  his  will. 

The  sums  charged  by  the  will  on  the  hereditaments  devised  to 
the  Plaintiffs  amounted  to  £14  8«.,  to  which  was  to  be  added  the 
sum  of  £1  or  thereabout  for  the  cost  of  making  up  the  gowns  and 
cassocks  in  the  will  mentioned. 

From  the  accounts  commenced  to  be  kept  by  the  Plaintiffs 
shortly  after  the  testator's  decease,  it  appeared  that  the  income 
derived  from  the  said  hereditaments  in  the  year  1571-72  was 
£24  185.,  and  that  the  payments  in  respect  of  the  charges 
amoimted  in  that  year  to  £15  7s.  In  addition  to  such  payments, 
a  contribution  was  made  from  time  to  time  out  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  said  devised  hereditaments  toward  the  reparation  of 
the  buildings  forming  part  thereof,  and  of  other  buildings  in  the 
city  of  London  also  vested  in  the  Plaintiffs.  The  amount  of  such 
contribution  was,  however,  not  nearly  sufficient  to  exhaust  the 
residue  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  devised  hereditaments. 
Since  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  annual  income  of  the  property 
had  very  largely  increased.    From  the  death  of  the  testator  down 
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to  Christmas,  1862,  the  Plaintifis  never  doubted  that  they  were  M.B. 

absolutely  entitled  to  the  surplus  rents  of  the  devised  heredita-  1870 

ments,  and  accordingly  tbey  carried  such  surplus  to  the  credit  of  mebohast 

their  corporate  account.    In  the  early  part  of  1863,  however,  the  ^^J^^ 

Charity  Commissioners  raised  a  question  whether  the  Plaintiffs  ^' 

•111  1  1/.1-  1  -1     Attornby- 

were  entitled  to  take  such  surplus  for  their  own  use,  and  suggested    GxiniBAL. 
that  the  same  was  applicable  to  charitable  purposes,  and  ought  to 
be  accounted  for  to  them.    Since  that  time  the  Plaintiffs  had 
invest'Cd  and  accumulated  such  surplus,  and  accounted  for  the  same 
to  the  Charity  Commissioners. 

The  Plaintiffs  now  filed  a  bill  against  the  Attorney-General, 
containing  allegations  to  the  effect  hereinbefore  stated,  and  pray- 
ing for  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  for  their  own 
use  to  the  clear  surplus  income  of  the  devised  property,  and  the 
accumulations  thereof  subject  only  to  their  making  such  specific 
payments  thereout  as  in  the  will  mentioned. 

The  Attorney-General  demurred. 

Mr.  Jessd,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  WicJcens,  for  the  demurrer : — 

The  Plaintiffs  will,  no  doubt,  rely  on  the  recent  case  of  Attorney- 
General  v.  Wax  Chandlers'  Company  (1);  but  we  say  that  the 
present  case  is  distinguishable  on  the  following  grounds : — ^First, 
the  gift  over  here  is  to  the  parson  and  churchwardens  of  8i. 
MiehaeCsy  Cornhill,  who  cannot  take  beneficially.  In  the  case  of 
the  Wax  Chandlers*  Company  the  gift  over  was  to  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator.  Moreover,  the  parson  and  churchwardens  are 
expressly  directed  to  hold  what  they  take  in  exactly  the  same 
manner  as  the  Merchant  Taylors'  Company.  Secondly,  there  is  no 
expression  of  intention  to  benefit  the  Plaintiffs,  such  as  there  was 
in  the  will  which  was  the  subject  of  litigation  in  Attomey-Oeneral 
V.  Wax  Chandlers'  Company.  Thirdly,  the  Court  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  in  that  case  was  to 
giye  the  lands  to  the  Wax  Chandlers'  Company  upon  condition 
of  their  paying  a  certain  sum  annually  to  charitable  purposes ;  and 
conseqnently,  when  the  Wax  Chamdlers'  Compo/ny  accepted  the  gift, 
they  were  bound  ever  afterwards  to  pay  this  annual  sum,  even 
although  the  annual  income  might  not  amount  to  so  much.    Here 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Eq.  452 ;  Ibid.  5  Gh.  503. 
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M.  B.  there  is  a  plain  gift  upon  trust,  not  upon  condition ;  the  company 
1870  are  required,  after  making  the  charitable  payments,  to  accumulate 
Mebghaivt  the  **  whole  residue,"  and  apply  the  accumulations,  as  required, 
OoMBAXY     ^  repairing  and  rebuilding  the  devised  tenements. 

Our  argument  is  much  supported  when  regard  is  had  to  the 
previous  gift  in  the  same  will  to  8t.  MidiaerBy  Oamhill. 

The  law  on  the  subject  is  accurately  laid  down  by  Lord  Justice 
Turner  in  the  case  of  Attamey-General  v.  Corporation  of  Beverley  (1). 
He  says :  *'It  is  now  well  settled  that  if  the  whole  amount  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  an  estate,  as  they  stand  at  the  time,  be  given  to  a 
charity,  the  charity  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  increase  in 
those  rents  and  profits,  the  disposition  of  the  whole  rents  and 
profits  being  considered  to  amount  to  a  disposition  of  the  estate ; 
and  (although  I  am  aware  of  no  Case  to  that  effect)  I  presume  that 
the  same  rule  would  be  applied  if  a  portion  of  the  rents  and  profits, 
not  given  to  a  charity,  be  wholly  dedicated  to  the  exoneration  of 
the  portion  of  the  rents,  which  is  so  given,  from  burdens  which 
would  otherwise  fall  upon  it." 

In  the  case  of  AUorney-Oeneral  v.  Wax  Chandlers^  Company  (2), 
it  was  contended  that,  where  a  portion  of  the  rents  was  devised  to  a 
charity,  and  the  surplus  was  directed  to  be  applied  in  repairs,  the 
whole  was  given  to  charity.  That  can  no  longer  be  argued ;  but 
the  case  cited  shews  that,  prima  facie,  such  a  gift  is  a  gift  of  the 
whole  to  charity,  and  that  it  requires  something  in  the  will  to  get 
rid  of  the  prima  facie  meaning  of  the  words.  Here  there  is 
nothing  of  the  kind ;  on  the  contrary,  the  whole  context  shews 
that  the  prima  facie  meaning  is  the  true  one. 

Sir  RoundeU  PahneTy  Q.C.,  Sir  B.  BaffffoMay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr. 
CooJcson,  for  the  bill : — 

We  say  that  the  case  is  governed  by  AUomey-Oenerdl  v.  Wax 
Chandlers'  Company. 

First,  it  is  said  that  the  gift  over  is  to  the  parson  and  church- 
wardens of  St  Michael's,  who  cannot  take  beneficially ;  but  that 
remark,  however  true,  does  not  affect  the  construction  of  the  pre- 
vious gift  The  Plaintiffs,  as  we  contend,  are  to  take  for  them- 
selves whatever  is  not  required  for  the  charitable  purposes  pointed 

(1)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  256, 266.  (2)  Law  Eep.  8  Eq.  452 ;  Ibid.  5  Oh.  503. 
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out  by  the  testator ;  and  in  like  manner  the  parson  and  church- 
wardens will  take  under  the  gift  over,  not  for  themselves,  but  for 
the  parishioners  whom  they  represent,  whateyer  is  not  required 
for  such  purposes.  The  case  of  Attomey-Chneral  y.  Wax  Chandlers* 
Company  (1)  decides  that  a  dedication  of  a  fund  for  the  repair  of 
tenements,  the  rents  of  which  are  partly  devised  to  a  charity,  is 
not  a  charitable  gift.  That  being  so,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
whatever  is  not  wanted  for  the  charity,  until  a  forfeiture  occurs; 
and  when  that  occurs,  the  parson  and  churchwardens  will  take  the 
same  surplus,  not  for  the  charitable  purposes  pointed  out  by  the 
testator,  but  for  the  general  purposes  of  the  parish. 

Next,  it  is  said  that  there  is  no  expression  of  intention  to 
benefit  the  Plaintiffs.  In  the  case  of  the  Wax  Chandlers*  Company 
there  was  a  gift  to  the  officers  of  the  company ;  and  it  was  there 
asked  whether  it  could  be  supposed  that  these  officers  were 
intended  to  have  a  benefit,  while  the  company,  to  whom  the  gift 
was  made,  and  who  would  have  all  the  trouble  of  administering  it, 
were  to  have  nothing.  That  remark  applies  here  a  fortiori;  for 
while  the  testator  provides  carefully  for  the  remuneration  of  the 
town  dark  and  chamberlain  of  the  city  of  London,  and  church- 
wardens, he  gives  nothing  to  the  Plaintiffs  or  their  officers,  unless 
they  take  the  surplus. 

Thirdly,  it  is  said  that  the  gift  to  the  Wax  Chandlers*  Company 
was  upon  condition,  while  here  it  is  upon  trust.  But  the  words 
employed  by  the  testators  in  the  two  cases  are  almost  identical. 
In  AUamey^Oeneral  v.  Wax  Chandlers*  Company,  the  company 
were  to  have  the  rents  "  for  this  intent  and  purpose,  and  upon  this 
condition,"  that  they  should  yearly  distribute  £8 ;  and  the  " rest" 
of  the  rents  and  profits  was  to  be  bestowed  upon  repairs.  Here 
property  is  given  to  the  Plaintiffs  "  to  this  intent  and  upon  this 
condition,"  that  out  of  the  rents  they  should  provide  certain 
things,  and  so  that  the  "whole  residue"  be  applied  towards 
rebuilding  and  repairs.  It  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  the 
duty  imposed  is  to  be  performed  out  of  the  rents  or  by  a  gift  o^ 
sums  wholly  independent  of  the  rents. 

[They  referred  to  Thetford  School  Case  (2) ;  Mayor  of  BevoT' 
ley  V.  AUomey-Oeneral  (3) ;  Mayor  of  SouthmoUon  v.  Attorney^ 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  503.  (2)  8  Rep.  130  b.  (3)  6  H.  L  C.  310. 
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General  (1);   Attomey-General  v.  Mayor  of  Bristol  (2);  AUomey- 
General  v.  Bean  and  Canons  of  Windsor  (3).] 

Mr.  Jessel,  in  reply. 


Nov.  9.    Lord  Eomilly,  M.K.  : — 

In  this  case  it  seems  to  me  that  the  only  question  is,  whether 
it  is  governed  by  the  case  of  the  Wax  Chandlers'  Company. 
Having  considered  the  very  able  arguments  which  have  been 
addressed  to  me,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  although  the  case  of  the 
Wax  Chandlers*  Company  was  correctly  decided,  if  I  may  be  per- 
mitted to  say  so,  both  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  myself,  the 
present  case  is  quite  distinct  from  it,  and  that  upon  the  very 
principle  upon  which  the  Wax  Chandlers'  cajse  was  determined, 
the  interest  given  to  the  Plaintiffs  cannot  be  held  to  be  an  absolute 
interest. 

It  is  necessary  that  I  should  state  a  little  in  detail  my  view  of 
the  reasons  for  these  different  decisions,  because  it  is  important  to 
be  understood  that  it  was  not  intended  by  me,  and  if  I  may 
venture  so  to  say,  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  the  Wax  Chandlers' 
case,  to  unsettle  any  previous  decisions,  or  to  determine  anything 
which  had  not  been  previously  determined.  The  principle  to 
which  I  referred  [in  the  Wax  Chandlers  cose  (4)  was  this:  I  said, 
"Here  is  a  will,  upon  which  you  must  ascertain  whether  the 
property  is  given  in  tnist  to  charity,  or  whether  it  is  given  upon 
condition  of  payiug  certain  sums  for  the  benefit  of  the  charity. 
If  it  is  given  in  trust  for  the  charity,  then  the  charity  takes  the 
whole,  with  all  the  accumulations.  If  it  is  given  to  a  person  upon 
condition  that  he  gives  something  to  a  charity,  which  does  not 
necessarily  exhaust  the  whole  of  the  income  of  the  property,  then 
there  is  a  gift  to  the  devisee,  and  he  takes  the  surplus." 

I  entirely  assent  to  the  view  which  was  taken  by  Lord  Justice 
Turner  in  the  passage  which  was  cited.  It  is  proper  to  observe 
that^  if  a  person  gives  in  any  will  certain  property  to  a  company 
in  trust,  to  apply  the  rents  of  that  property  (which  means  all  the 

(1)  5  H.  L.  0. 1.  (3)  8  H.  L.  0.  369. 

(2)  2  Jac.  &  W.  294.  (4)  Law  Bep.  8  Eq.  452. 
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rents  of  that  property)  to  a  certain  charity,  and  if  that  charity 
does  not  exhanst  the  whole  of  it,  the  property  is  given  to  chari- 
table purposes,  and  the  remainder  must  be  applied  to  charitable 
purposes,  either  etf-prea  for  the  extension  of  that  charity  itself,  or, 
if  that  fails,  and  it  cannot  be  so  applied,  then  it  being  all  given  to 
a  charity,  it  must  be  assigned  by  the  sign  manual  or  the  like  to 
certain  charitable  purposes. 

Now  this,  I  think,  is  very  clearly  the  nature  of  the  gift  in  the 
present  case.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is 
here  no  gift  to  anybody  of  any  beneficial  interest,  which  there 
was  m  the  Wax  Chandlers'  case.  The  testator  begins  by  giving 
certain  property  at  once  to  "  the  parson  and  churchwardens  of  the 
parish  church  of  8t  Michael  in  GornhiU,  in  London,  for  the  time 
being,  to  this  intent,  that  the  parson,  churchwardens,  and  parish- 
ioners of  the  said  parish,  or  some  of  them,  shall,  with  the  profits 
thereof,  provide  and  give  every  week,  weekly,  on  the  Sunday,  for 
ever,  one  dozen  of  penny  bread,  with  the  wantage  in  the  church, 
to  and  among  the  poorest  householders  of  the  said  parish,  where 
most  need  shall  appear ;  and  2  shillings  of  the  rest  of  the  rent  I  give 
to  the  churchwardens  for  their  pains,  and  the  whole  rest  of  the  rent 
I  will  shall  be  reserved  to  the  maintenance  of  the  reparations  of 
the  said  house."  As  it  was  very  properly  argued,  nobody  can 
dispute,  nor  has  it  been  otherwise  contended,  that  with  respect  to 
this  gift  the  whole  of  it  was  given  to  charity :  it  was  a  distinct  and 
clear  gift  of  the  whole  to  charity.  It  says  that  the  rents  are  to  be 
80  applied,  and  even  if  the  repairs  do  not  take  the  whole  of  the 
remainder  of  the  rents,  yet  the  property  is  given  to  charity.  It 
may  be  a  question  how  that  surplus  is  to  be  applied ;  but  this  is 
certain,  that  the  churchwardens  and  parishioners  cannot  themselves 
take  the  benefit  of  it  personally. 

Then  comes  the  next  gift,  and  it  resembles  the  first  very  much. 
The  testator  gives  all  his  lands  in  BeU  Alley  to  ''the  Master, 
Wardens,  and  Commonalty  of  the  Company  or  Mystery  of  Merchant 
Taylors  in  the  city  of  London,  to  this  intent  and  upon  this  con- 
dition," (that  makes  it  important  to  see  whether  what  follows 
really  is  a  condition  or  a  trust)  ''  that  they  the  said  Master  and 
Wardens  of  the  said  company,  or  some  of  them,  and  their  suc- 
cessors, shall  yearly,  every  year,  for  ever,  and  with  the  rents  and 
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H  B.       profits  of  the  said  lands,  tenements,  and  gardens  in  the  said  parish 
1870       of  8t.  Botolph  WUhauty  Bishopaffoie^  aforesaid,  provide,  buy,  and 
Kebohant    give,  or  cause  to  be  provided  and  given,  nnto  12  poor  men  12  gowns," 
q2^^^     and  so  on,  specifying  certain  things ;  and  then  he  proceeds :  **  and 
.     V*  to  the  intent  that  the  said  12  poor  men's  eowns,  with  their  shirts 

Gbnbbal.  and  shoes,  and  12  poor  womens'  cassocks,  with  their  smocks  and 
""""  shoes,  may  be  the  better  seen  performed  and  delivered  according 
to  my  mind  and  intent,  and  the  condition  in  that  behalf  appointed 
for  ever,  I  do  instantly  herein  require  and  pray  the  chamberlain  of 
the  city  of  London^  euid  the  town  clerk  of  the  same  City  for  the 
time  being,  that  they  will  yearly,  at  the  Feast  of  All  Saints,  call 
upon  and  put  in  mind  the  said  Master  and  Wardens  of  the  said 
Company  of  Merchant  Taylors,  and  look  that  this  is  done ;  and  I 
give  to  the  said  chamberlain  and  town  clerk  for  the  time  being  for 
ever,  for  their  labour  and  pains  to  be  taken  in  that  behalf,  10  shil- 
lings a  piece  yearly  for  ever  at  the  Feast  of  Christmas,  to  be  received 
at  the  hands  of  the  Master  and  Wardens  of  the  said  Company  of 
Merchant  Taylors  out  of  the  issues,  rents,  and  profits  of  the  said 
lands,  tenements,  and  gardens  in  the  said  parish  of  St.  Botdph, 
and  so  that  the  whole  residue  of  the  said  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  lands,  tenements,  and  gardens  they  do  maintain  and  gather 
yearly  into  a  whole  stock,  and  therewith  do  and  keep  the  repara- 
tions of  the  said  tenements  to  them  devised,  and,  if  need  be,  rebuild 
the  same  as  to  their  discretions  need  shall  appear  as  the  same  stock 
will  fall  out."  It  is  expressly  stated  that  the  whole  of  the  rents 
are  to  be  so  applied.  There  is  first  the  gift  to  provide  these  gowns 
and  other  articles  out  of  the  rents,  then  they  are  to  pay  the 
chamberlain  and  town  clerk  of  the  city  of  London,  who  are  to  see 
that  they  perform  the  trust,  the  sum  of  105.  cash  out  of  the  rents, 
and  the  whole  of  the  remainder  of  the  rents  are  to  be  accumu- 
lated into  a  stock  to  be  applied  in  repair  of  the  property,  and  also, 
if  necessary,  rebuilding.  So  that  there  is  an  express  trust  of  every 
penny  of  the  rents  so  received,  and  although  the  words  '^upon 
this  condition"  are  used,  the  condition  simply  is,  that  they  so 
apply  the  whole  of  the  produce  of  the  property  so  given  to 
them. 

Now  this  is  a  matter  of  extreme  importance  to  be  observed,  that 
if  the  rents  should  fall  short,  the  Merchant  Taylors^  Company  are 
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not  bound  to  pay  anything  out  of  their  own  pocket ;   they  are       M.  B. 
only  bound  to  apply  the  rents,  and  if  from  any  cause  whatever  the        1870 

rents  should  happen  to  be  diminished  to  one  half,  then  they  are  msbghaht 

only  to  do  what  the  rents  will  enable  them  to  do,  and  nothing  further.  ^^JJ|^ 

In  the  Wax  Chandlers'  case  it  was  just  the  contrary :  there  the  .     »• 

Attobmet- 

oompany  were  obhged  to  pay  a  certain  sum  whether  the  rents  Gknbbal. 
were  sufficient  or  not :  that  was  an  obligation  imposed  on  their 
taking  the  property.  Before  I  refer  to  that,  I  will  notice  the  gift 
over  in  the  present  case.  The  gift  over  here  is,  that  if  the  Merchant 
Taylors'  Compa/fiy  faU  in  doing  what  the  testator  prescribes,  then 
it  is  desired  that  ^^  the  parson,  churchwardens,  and  petrishioners  of 
the  said  parish  church  of  8i.  Mtehad^uponrComhill  shall  enter 
upon  the  property,  and  the  same  shall  hold  to  them  to  this  intent 
and  upon  condition  that^  they  "  shall  do  exactly  the  things  which 
are  before  mentioned :  that  they  shall  bestow  the  yearly  rents  and 
profits  upon  the  charitable  purposes,  and  that  the  chamberlain 
and  town  clerk  shall  also  have  205.  for  seeing  that  this  duty  is 
performed;  so  that  I  find,  properly  speaking,  no  condition  at 
all :  it  is  nothing  more  than  a  gift  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
property,  which  are  to  be  applied  for  certain  charitable  objects,  and 
nothing  else. 

Now  observe  what  was  the  state  of  things  in  the  Wax  Chandlers' 
oAse.  In  the  first  place,  the  whole  of  the  property  is  given  there 
to  the  testator's  relations.  The  will  begins  by  so  giving  it.  The 
property  in  question  is  given  to  WiUiam  Kendall^  the  testator's 
son,  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  so  that  he  had 
the  absolute  power  of  controlling  the  whole  if  he  thought  fit.  It 
was  an  estate  tail ;  he  might  have  suffered  a  recovery  and  have 
obtained  the  whole  of  the  property :  "  And  for  default  of  such  issue 
I  will  that  the  Master,  Wardens,  and  Commonalty  of  the  Mystery 
of  {he  Wax  Chandlers  of  the  city  of  London,  and  their  successors, 
shall  have  the  said  howsinges  and  tenements  for  this  intent  and 
purpose,  and  upon  this  condition."  Now,  here  the  words  are  ex- 
actly the  same  as  in  the  present  case  of  the  Mereharvt  Taylors' 
Company^  except  that,  upon  looking  further  into  the  will,  in  the 
case  of  the  Merchant  Taylors'  Company  it  is  evident  that  the  con- 
dition is  nothing,  but  that  the  intent  and  purpose  are  everything ; 
while  in  the  Wax  Chandlers'  case  the  intent  and  purpose  disappear, 
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and  it  is  the  condition  which  becomes  the  important  tiling,  "upon 
this  condition,  that  they  shall  yearly  distribute  £8  of  lawful  money 
of  England  after  this  manner,  that  is  to  say  " — ^that  is  to  say,  they 
must  pay  £8,  whether  they  take  it  out  of  the  rest  of  their  property 
or  not,  provided  they  accept  this  devise.  They  are  not  obliged  to 
accept  this  devise,  but  if  they  take  it  they  must  pay  the  £8.  It  is 
true  there  is  a  passage  which  is  a  strong  indication  that  the 
testator  himself  believed  that  the  rents  of  the  property  would  be 
so  applied,  for  the  will  says  that  out  of  the  rest  of  the  rents  they 
are  to  provide  for  the  reparation  of  the  building ;  he  does  not  say 
to  rebuild,  nor  does  he  desire  them  to  make  an  accumulated  fund, 
as  in  the  case  now  under  consideration ;  but  they  are  to  repair  the 
building.  The  words  are,  "  and  the  rest  of  the  profits  of  the  said 
houses  and  tenements  I  will  shall  be  bestowed  upon  the  reparations 
of  the  said  houses  and  tenements."  In  the  present  case  it  is  ex- 
pressly stated  that  the  whole  must  be  so  applied :  in  the  former 
case  it  was  upon  condition  to  pay  £8,  and  that  the  rest  of  the 
rents  shall  be  applied  in  the  repair  of  the  building.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  that  merely  meant  as  far  as  it  was  necessary,  and  that 
it  amounts  to  a  condition  to  repair  the  building.  The  Lord  Chaa- 
cellor  expressly  takes  that  view  of  the  case,  and  puts  it  as  a  gift 
upon  condition.  This  view  is  made  the  more  strong  because  it  is 
obvious  that,  when  the  property  is  given  over  in  the  event  of  the 
conditions  not  being  fulfilled,  the  persons  who  took  it  under  this 
gift  took  a  beneficial  interest  in  it,  and  there  the  words  "  intent  and 
purpose "  are  omitted :  it  is  expressly  given  to  the  next  of  kin 
"  upon  condition,"  aud  upon  condition  alone.  The  words  are  these  : 
*' And  if  the  Master,  Wardens,  and  Commonalty  of  the  Mystery  of 
Wax  Chandlers  of  London^  and  their  successors,  shall  leave  any  of 
these  things  undone  above  rehearsed,  then  I  will  that  the  next  of 
kindred  unto  me,  the  said  William,  shall  enter  into  the  said  tene- 
ments, and  them  have  and  hold  unto  him  and  unto  his  heirs  for 
ever,  upon  condition  that  he  and  they  and  every  of  them  do  all 
these  things  above  rehearsed  in  all  points  as  it  is  above  rehearsed 
by  me,  William  Kendall'*  The  obvious  thing  there  is  that  the  gift 
over  is  an  absolute  gift  in  fee  simple  upon  condition ;  and,  as  I 
stated  in  the  former  judgment,  I  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  given 
to  the  next  of  kin  to  take  it  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Wax 
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Chandlers^  Company  took  it,  only  to  take  very  good  care  that  the      M.  R. 
conditions  were  performed.  1870 

Therefore  I  repeat  that  the  question  in  these  wills,  and  in  wills  merchant 
of  this  description,  is  this :  Is  the  property  given  to  the  company 
in  trust,  to  apply  the  rents  in  the  form  of  charity,  or  is  the  pro- 
perty given  to  the  company  upon  condition  that  they  pay  a  certain 
sum  and  do  certain  things  ?  If  it  is  upon  condition,  then  if  they 
perform  the  condition  they  take  the  residue  of  the  property  for 
their  own  use,  and  if  not,  the  whole  thing  is  given  in  tmst.  Now 
that,  I  think,  involves  the  same  question  as  was  involved  in  the  Thet- 
ford  School  Case  (1),  and  in  all  other  cases  upon  the  subject.  The 
principle,  I  take  it,  which  was  laid  down  in  the  Thetford  School 
Case,  was  this,  that  when  a  property  was  given  to  a  company,  and 
it  was  directed  that  out  of  the  rents  they  should  make  certain  pay- 
ments, and  nothing  was  said  about  the  surplus,  and  then  it 
appeared^  that  there  was  a  surplus,  that  surplus  W6W  for  the 
benefit  of  the  company,  and  the  company  was  entitled  to  take  it, 
and  also  any  increase.  But  if  the  testator,  perceiving  that  the 
whole  of  the  rents  of  the  property  are  not  exactly  exhausted  by 
his  gifts,  directs  that  the  balance  is  to  be  applied  in  a  certain 
manner,  then  the  parties  must  take  the  increase  in  aliquot  propor- 
tion, each  taking  his  shara  Here  the  whole  is  given,  and  is  given 
in  tmst ;  and  the  whole  must  be  so  applied. 

I  a  little  regret  this  suit,  because  it  is  obvious  that  what  unques- 
tionably was  my  intention  in  the  case  of  the  Wax  Chandlers'  Com-' 
pantf,  and  what,  I  think,  was  the  intention  of  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
has  not  been  duly  understood.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision 
in  that  case  does  not  govern  the  present,  that  this  property  was 
all  given  to  charity,  and  that  the  demurrer  of  the  Attorney- 
General  must  be  allowed.  But  I  think  that  it  was  desirable  this 
question  should  be  settled,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  determination 
of  it  should  come  out  of  the  estate. 


\   Solicitors :  Mr.  Samuel  Fisher ;  Messrs.  Raven  &  Bradley. 

(1)  8  Rep.  130  b. 
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Nov.  10,  22.  Tenants. 

Bequest  to  testator's  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards  equally  between  all  his 
brothers  and  sisters,  namely,  if.,  E.,  T.,  8,,  and  F, ;  but  in  case  any  of  them 
should  die  leaving  issue,  then  the  part  or  share  of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying 
should  go  to  his  or  their  respective  issue. 

The  testator  died  in  1842,  and  his  widow  in  1868.  None  of  the  brothers 
and  sisters  survived  her.  K  and  F,  predeceased  the  testator,  leaving 
children  and  remoter  issue,  of  whom  some  were  born  before  and  some  after 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  some  died  in  the  widow's  lifetime.  M.  survived 
the  testator,  and  died  leaving  children ;  T.  survived  the  testator,  and  died 
without  issue ;  8.  survived  the  testator,  and  left  one  child : — 

ffeld,  that  the  word  "  issue  "  was  to  be  taken  in  its  laigest  sense : 

Meldy  also,  that  the  class  of  issue  of  E,  and  F.  were  to  be  ascertained  at 
the  testator's  death,  and  the  class  of  issue  of  M.  at  M.^s  death,  and  that 
in  each  case  the  issue  were  entitled  to  the  parent's  one-iifth  share  per  capita, 
as  joint  tenants ;  also  that  the  representative  of  T,  and  the  only  child  of  S, 
were  each  entitled  to  one-fifth  share. 

Ive  V.  King  (1)  followed^ 

William  SHOTTEB,  the  testator  in  the  cause,  by  his  will  gave 
his  residuary  estate  upon  trust  for  his  wife  for  her  life,  and  after 
her  decease  he  directed  his  trustees  to  sell  the  same  and  to  divide 
the  proceeds  in  manner  following :  "  TJnto  and  equally  between 
all  my  brothers  and  sisters,  namely,  Mary  West  NeaJe,  Elizabdh 
Neale,  Thomas  Shatter,  Sophia  Sanders,  and  Francis  Shatter  ;  but  in 
case  any  or  either  of  my  said  brothers  and  sisters  shall  depart  this 
life  leaving  lawful  issue  of  his,  her,  or  their  bodies,  then  I  direct 
that  the  part  or  share,  parts  or  shares  of  him,  her,  or  them  so 
dying  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  his,  her,  and  their  respective  issue." 

The  testator  died  in  1842,  leaving  his  wife  surviving,  who  died  in 
1868. 

Mary  West  Neale  survived  the  testator,  and  died  in  the  lifetime 
of  his  widow,  leaving  eight  children  her  surviving,  all  of  whom 
were  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Elizabeth  Neale  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  leaving  four 
children  her  surviving,  all  of  whom  were  living  at  the  testator's 
death,  and  two  of  whom  predeceased  the  widow. 

(1)  16  Beav.  46. 
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Thomas  Shotter  suryiyed  the  testator,  and  died  in  the  lifetime  of  M.  B. 
his  widow^  without  leaving  any  child :  he  had  made  a  will,  one  of  1870 
the  executors  of  which  was  surviving.  Hobobr 

Sophia  Sanders  survived  the  testator,  and  died  in  the  lifetime  of      ^^^ 
the  widow,  leaving  one  child,  who  was  still  surviving.  

Francis  Shotter  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  leaving 
several  children,  all  of  whom  survived  the  testator ;  some  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  widow  and  some  survived  her.  There  were 
grandchildren  of  Frands  Shotter  bom  after  the  testator's  death, 
some  of  whom  survived  their  parents  and  survived  the  widow. 

The  suit  was  instituted  by  one  of  the  two  surviving  children  of 
Elizabeth  Neale  and  her  husband,  as  Flaintifb,  against  the  Defen- 
dant, the  surviving  trustee  and  executor,  for  the  administration  of 
the  testator's  estate. 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  on  further  consideration ; 
and  the  question  was,  who  were  now  entitled,  in  the  events  that  had 
happened,  to  the  respective  shares  of  the  deceased  brothers  and 
sisters  of  the  testator. 

Sir  jB.  BaffffoHay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Woodroffe^  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

In  this  case  there  is  a  gift  to  the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters 
nominatim,  with  a  substituted  gift,  in  case  any  of  them  should  die 
leaving  issue,  of  the  part  or  share  of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying, 
to  his,  her,  or  their  respective  issue.  The  word  ^'  issue  "  is  here  to 
be  taken  in  its  largest  sense,  there  being  nothing  to  restrict  it,  and 
therefore  the  grandchildren  of  a  deceased  legatee  will  be  entitled 
equally  with  the  children. 

The  next  question  is,  at  what  time,  as  regards  each  of  the  brothers 
and  sisters  of  the  testator  who  has  died  leaving  issue,  is  the  class  of 
issue  to  be  ascertained. 

The  case  is  very  similar  to  that  pi  Ive  v.  King  (1),  where  there 
was  a  bequest  to  the  testator's  widow  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
five  persons  nominaiim  ;  and  a  proviso  that,  in  case  of  the  death  of 
any  of  them  before  the  testator's  wife,  then  their  shares  were  to  go 
to  their  respective  children. 

Your  Lordship  there  held  that,  in  the  case  of  a  legatee  living  at 
the  date  of  the  will,  but  dying  before  the  testator,  his  children  took 

(1)  16  Beav.  46. 
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M.  B.       his  share,  and  the  class  was  to  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the 
1870       testator;  and  that,  in  the  case  of  a  legatee  who  survived   the 
HoBGEN     testator  and  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the  class  was 
to  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  legatee. 

Here  the  gift  is  to  the  five  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  testator  as 
a  class ;  and  we  submit  that,  notwithstanding  the  decision  in  Im  v. 
Kinff  (1),  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  is  the  time  when  the 
class  of  issue  of  Elizdbeth  Necdey  who  died  before  the  testator,  is  to 
be  ascertained.  But  if,  following  the  decision  in  Ive  v.  King, 
your  Lordship  holds  that  the  death  of  the  testator  is  the  time  when 
the  class  of  issue  is  to  be  ascertained,  then  they  can  only  take  as 
joint  tenants :  In  re  HodgBon^s  Trusts  (2). 

The  result  will  be  that  the  four  children  of  Elizabeth  Neale 
living  at  the  testator's  death  became  entitled  to  their  mother's 
one-fifth  share  as  joint  tenants,  to  the  exclusion  of  any  after-bom 
issue,  and  that  the  two  who  survive  are  now  entitled. 

Mr.  K  C.  Ward,  for  the  Defendant 

Mr.  Winterlotham,  for  the  executor  of  Thomas  Shatter,  contended 
that  he  was  entitled  to  his  one-fifth  share. 

Mr.  Freeman,  for  the  only  child  of  Sophia  Sanders,  contended 
that  he  W6is  entitled  to  her  one-fifth  share. 

Mr.  Phear,  for  some  of  the  children  of  Francis  Shatter: — 

The  class  of  issue  must,  in  this  case,  be  ascertained  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  all  the  children  then  living  became  entitled  to 
vested  interests  in  the  one-fifth  share  of  their  deceased  parent. 
The  word  "  issue  "  must  here  be  taken  in  its  limited  sense,  to  the 
exclusion  of  grandchildren :  Maepreffor  v.  Macgregor  (3). 

Mr.  BedweU,  for  the  children  of  deceased  children  o{  Francis 
Shatter  born  after  the  testator'b  death : — 

The  word  ^  issue  "  here  includes  grandchildren,  who  are  to  take 
in  substitution  for  their  parents,  though  not  in  competition  Ttith 
them :  Bdbinson  v.  SyJces  (4) ;  Davenport  v.  EanJmry  (5) ;  Maddock 
V.  Legg  (6).    If  Ive  v.  King  is  not  followed,  and  the  death  of  the 

(1)  16  Teav.  46.  (4)-  23  Beav.  40. 

(2)  1  K.  &  J.  178.  (6)  3  Ves.  257. 
(8)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  63.  (6)  25  Beav.  531. 
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tenant  for  life  is  the  time  for  ascertaining  the  class  of  issue,        m.  R. 
then   the  after-born    grandchildren  of  Francis  Shatter  will  bo        i870 

entitled.  H^^ 

V. 

Mr.  Southffate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Graham  Hastings^  for  the  children  '^^^^■^' 
of  Mary  West  Neale. 


Nov.  22.    LoBB  EoMiLLT,  M.R. : — 

This  is  a  question  upon  the  construction  of  a  will,  and  I  have 
been  asked  to  reconsider  my  own  decision  in  Ive  v.  King  (1).  I 
have  gone  through  the  matter  very  fully  and  carefully,  and 
I  have  looked  at  the  various  authorities,  and  I  cannot  find  that 
Ive  V.  King  has  been  dissented  from  by  any  authority;  and  on 
reconsidering  that  case  I  think  it  is  right,  and  I  propose  to  follow 
it  for  the  reasons  which  I  there  stated.  I  will  now  state  how  it 
is  to  be  applied  to  tlie  present  case. 

The  testator  left  his  property  to  his  five  brothers  and  sisters, 
and  proceeded  as  follows :  "  In  case  any  or  either  of  my  said 
brothers  and  sisters  shall  depart  this  life  leaving  lawful  issue  of 
his,  her,  or  their  bodies,  then  I  direct  that  the  part  or  share,  parts 
or  shares  of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying  shall  go  to  and  be  paid  to 
his,  her,  and  their  respective  issue."  This,  mth  the  exception  of 
the  gift  over,  and  the  use  of  the  word  "  issue  "  instead  of  "  children," 
is  exactly  the  same  as  Ive  v.  King.  The  testator  made  his  will  in 
December,  1838,  when  the  three  sisters  and  the  two  brothers  were 
all  alive.  He  died  in  1812,  but  before  his  death  Elizabeth  and 
Francis  had  died  leaving  issue.  Then,  according  to  Ive  v.  King, 
if  he  had  used  the  word  "  children,"  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  class 
of  children  would  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  He 
has  used  the  word  ^'  issue,"  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  can  make 
no  distinction  between  the  word  "  issue  "  and  the  word  "  children." 
He  has  used  the  word  "  issue  "  here  in  the  largest  sense,  and  there 
being  in  the  will  nothing  about  issue  taking  the  parent's  share  or 
the  like.^  he  must  be  taken  to  have  meant  issue  generally,  and  I 
think  all  the  issue  of  Elizabeth  and  of  Francis  must  be  ascertained 

(1)  16  Beav.  46. 
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M.B.       at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  all  such  issue,  whether 

1870        children,  grandchildren,  or  great-grandchildren,  then  became  en- 

HoBGEN      titled  per  capita  to  the  share  which  Elizabeth  would  have  taken  in 

Neale       ^^^  ^^®  ^^®  *^^^  Francis  in  the  other  as  joint  tenants,  as  in  the 

case  of  In  re  Hodgson's  Trusts  (1). 

Applying  the  principle  of  Ive  v.  King  (2)  to  the  other  shares,  I 
find  that  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  before  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  the  three  other  brothers  and  sisters  died.  Thomas 
died  without  any  children,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  was  entitled 
to  a  share,  to  which  his  legal  personal  representative  is  now 
entitled.  Sophia  Sanders  left  only  one  child,  and  that  child  had 
no  children.  All  her  issue  then  consisted  of  one  child,  who  there- 
fore became  entitled  to  a  vested  interest  in  his  mother's  one-fifth 
share,  subject  to  the  life  interest  of  the  testator's  widow. 

As  regards  the  share  of  Mary  West  NeaJe,  who  died  after  the 
testator  and  before  the  death  of  his  widow,  the  class  of  issue  must 
be  ascertained  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  legatee,  and  all  the 
issue  then  living  must  be  declared  to  be  entitled  as  joint  tenants. 


Minutes  : — Declare  that,  as  regards  the  shares  of  Elizabeth  Neale  and  Francis 
Shotter  (who  both  predeceased  the  testator),  their  respective  issue  liviog  at  the 
death  of  the  testator  became  entitled  per  capita  to  such  shares  respectively  as 
joint  tenants  ;  and  that,  as  regards  the  shares  of  Sophia  Sanders  and  Mary  West 
Neale  (who  survived  the  testator),  their  respective  issue  living  at  their  respective 
deaths  became  entitled  per  capita  to  such  shares  respectively  as  joint  tenants  ; 
and  that,  as  regards  the  share  bequeathed  to  Thonuu  Shatter^  his  legal  personal 
representative  is  entitled  thereto. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  BoUnson  &  Preston,  agents  for  Messrs.  John-' 
son  d  Baper,  Chichester  ;  Messrs.  Bogerson  dk  Ford  ;  Messrs.  Palmer ^ 
Pahn&Ty  <&  BfiU,  agents  for  Mr.  O.  F.  Mant,  Storrington. 

(1)  1  K.  &  J.  178.  (2)  16  Beav.  46. 
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PILCHER  V.  RAWLINS.  M.  E. 

JOYCE  V.  RAWLINS.  ^870 


Breach  of  Trust — Investment  on  Mortgage — JRelease  of  Part  <f  Mortgaged              2?ec.  i. 
Property — Notice — PurcJiasefor  Value — Legal  Estate,  

A  plea  of  purchase  for  value  ii?itbout  notice  cannot  be  supported  if  a  deed 
or  document  under  which  the  purchaser  derives  his  title  gives  constructive 
notice  of  the  title  of  the  adverse  claimant ;  and  this  holds  even  if  such  deed 
or  document  has  been  concealed  from  the  purchaser. 

In  1851  a  mortgi^e  of  real  estate  was  made  to  three  persons,  the  mortgage 
deed  disclosing  the  fact  that  the  mortgage-money  was  held  by  the  mortgagees 
upon  trust.  In  1856  the  mortgagor  induced  the  survivor  of  the  three  trustee 
mortgagees,  in  breach  of  his  duty  as  trustee,  to  execute  a  reconveyance  of  part 
of  the  mortgaged  property  of  such  a  character  as  to  put  any  one  who  saw  it 
upon  inquiry  which  would  have  disclosed  the  breach  of  trust.  The  morf^gor 
then  made  a  fresh  mortgage  to  other  persons,  from  whom  he  concealed  the 
existence  both  of  the  mortgage  of  1851  and  the  reconveyance : — 

Held,  that  the  mortgagees  of  1856  could  not  claim  the  benefit  of  the 
legal  estate  which  passed  by  the  reconveyance  without  admitting  that  they 
had  notice  of  the  mortgage  of  1851,  and  of  the  trusts  upon  which  the 
mortgage-money  was  held ;  and  could  not  set  up  the  defence  of  purchaser 
without  notice  against  the  persons  beneficially  interested  in  the  mortgage  of 
1851. 

The  mortgagor  executed  a  deed  purporting  to  convey  to  the  surviving 
trustee  another  part  of  the  property,  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money  not 
actually  paid,  but  the  receipt  for  which  was  indorsed.  This  conveyance  did 
not  refer  to  the  mortgage  of  1851 : — 

Eddy  that  a  subsequent  mortgagee  from  the  surviving  trustee  oould  not 
set  up  the  defence  of  purchaser  without  notice  against  the  person  beneficially 
interested  in  the  mortgage  of  1851,  although  this  mortgage  had  been  con- 
cealed from  him« 

Carter  v.  Carter  (1)  followed  and  approved. 


In 


1830  Jeremiah  PHoher,  being  about  to  marry  a  second  time» 
executed  two  settlements  of  personal  estate.  Both  bore  date  the 
23rd  of  August,  1880.  One  was  intended  to  make  a  provision  for 
his  children  by  his  first  marriage,  and  the  other  for  his  intended 
wife  and  his  issue  by  her.  The  trustees  of  the  former  settlement 
were  the  three  brothers  of  the  settlor,  John  QUes  Pileher  (who 
died  on  the  30th  of  March,  1852),  George  Pileher  (who  died  on  the 
7th  of  November,  1853),  and  William  Humphrey  Pileher  (who  died 
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on  the  5th  of  November,  1865,  after  the  institution  of  these  suits). 
The  trusts  were  for  the  benefit  of  Jeremiah  PUcher  during  his  life, 
and  after  his  death  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  his  first  mar- 
riage and  their  issue ;  and  there  was  a  power  enabling  the  trustees 
to  vary  the  investments  of  the  trust  funds  with  the  consent  in 
writing  of  Jeremiah  Pilcher  during  his  life.  The  trustees  of 
the  latter  settlement  were  Francis  Joyce  (Plaintifif  in  the  second 
suit),  nuffh  JaeJcson  (who  died  some  time  previously  to  1854),  and 
WiUiam  Humphrey  PUcher.  The  trusts  were  for  the  benefit  of 
Jeremiah  Pilcher  and  his  intended  wife  successively  during  their 
respective  lives,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  for 
the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the  marriage ;  and  the  trustees  had 
power  to  vary  the  investments  of  the  trust  funds  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  tenant  for  life  for  the  time  being.  Both  settlements 
contained  the  usual  trustees'  receipt  clause. 

The  object  of  the  suits  was  to  enforce  certain  securities  on  which 
the  funds  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  two  settlements  of  the  23rd 
of  August,  1830,  had  bsen  invested,  and  to  make  one  Bdberi 
Bawlins  and  the  said  William  Humphrey  Pilcher  (or  his  estate) 
liable  for  any  loss  occasioned  by  certain  dealings  with  the  property 
comprised  in  the  securities.  The  first  suit  related  to  the  funds 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  tlie  first  of  the  two  settlements,  and  the 
Plaintiffs  in  it  were  Jeremiah  Pilcher  and  the  children  of  his  first 
marriage.  The  second  suit  related  to  the  funds  subject  to  the 
trusts  of  the  second  of  the  settlements,  and  the  Plaintiffs  in  it  were 
Francis  Joyce  (the  trustee),  Jeremiah  Pilcher,  and  his  wife  and 
their  children.  Jeremiah  Pilcher  died  while  the  suits  were  pending, 
liis  wife  having  predeceased  him. 

The  facts  material  for  the  purposes  of  this  report  were  shortly 
as  follows:  In  1851,  £8373  7s.  lid.,  being  the  whole  of  the  fund 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  first  settlement,  was  advanced  to  Bdbert 
Bawlins  on  the  security  of  a  mortgage  of  real  estate  belonging  to 
him.  The  mortgage  bore  date  the  23rd  of  April,  1851,  and  was 
expressed  to  be  made  between  Robert  Bawlins  of  the  first  part, 
John  GUes  Pilcher,  William  Humphrey  Pilcher ^  and  George  Pilcher 
of  the  second  part,  and  Jeremiah  Pilcher  of  the  third  part,  and 
contained  a  recital  that  Bawlins,  having  occasion  for  the  sum  of 
£8373    7s.   lie?.,  had  applied  to  John   Giles  Pilcher,    William 
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Humphrey  Pilcher,  and  Oearge  Pitcher  to  lend  and  advance  the 
same,  which  (the  same  being  trust  money)  they,  with  the  consent 
and  approbation  of  Jeremiah  Pilcher,  testified  as  therein  men- 
tioned^ had  agreed  to  do.  The  property  was  made  redeemable  on 
repayment  of  the  principal,  with  interest,  on  the  23rd  of  April, 
1856,  to  the  trustees  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them.  The 
deed  contained  a  power  in  the  usual  form,  enabling  the  trustees  to 
sell  the  property,  and  to  give  receipts  for  the  purchase-money. 

In  1854  the  funds  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  second  settlement 
were  advanced  to  Robert  Rawlins  on  the  security  of  the  same  pro- 
perty as  was  comprised  in  the  mortgage  of  the  23rd  of  April,  1851, 
and  certain  additional  property.  The  security  was  eJBTected  by  a 
mortgage  of  the  30th  of  May,  1854,  to  which  Jeremiah  Pitcher  and 
his  wife  were  parties,  and  which  contained  a  recital  of  the  second 
of  the  settlements  of  the  23rd  of  August,  1830. 

Upon  the  execution  of  these  mortgages  the  documents  of  title 
relating  to  the  property  therein  comprised  were  delivered  to  William 
Eumj^hrey  Pitcher  (who  was  a  solicitor)  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his 
co-trustees.  The  interest  was  regularly  paid  to  Jeremiah  Pitcher, 
as  tenant  for  life,  down  to  May,  1864,  after  which  date  it  fell  into 
arrear.  In  July,  1865,  Jeremiah  PUcher  called  upon  William 
Humphrey  Pitcher  to  hand  over  the  title-deeds,  and  received  from 
him  a  box  containing  the  two  mortgage  deeds  only.  It  was  tlien 
discovered  that  the  property  comprised  in  these  securities  had  been 
dealt  with  as  follows : — 

On  the  2nd  of  April,  1856,  Rawlins  executed  a  mortgage  to 
two  tioistees,  named  StockweU  and  Lamb,  who  advanced  a  sum 
of  £10,000  out  of  their  trust  funds.  This  mortgage  comprised 
a  certain  estate  known  as  the  Whitchurch  propei*ty,  included  both 
in  the  mortgage  of  the  23rd  of  April,  1851,  and  also  in  that  of  the 
30th  of  May,  1854.  Messrs.  Stockwell  and  Laml)  were  in  perfect 
ignorance  of  the  prior  mortgages.  Rawlins  (who  had  been  at  one 
time  a  solicitor,  but  had  then  retired  from  practice)  prepared  and 
sent  the  abstract,  in  which  he  omitted  all  mention  of  either  the 
mortgage  of  1851  or  that  of  1854,  and  made  out  a  title  in  fee 
simple  to  himself.  On  the  same  2nd  of  April,  1856,  and  prior  to 
the  execution  of  the  mortgage  by  Ra/wtins  to  Messrs.  Stocktvell  and 
Laniby  W.  H  Pitcher  executed  an  indenture  which  was  apparently 
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not  intended  to  be  used  unless  occasion  made  it  necessary.    B7 
tills  indenture,  after  reciting  the  deed  of  the  23rd  of  April,  1851, 
W.  H.  Pilcher,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  by  Bawlins  to  him 
of  £3500  iu  part  discharge  of  the  mortgage  debt,  purported  to  re- 
convey  the  WhUehuroh  property  to  Ravelins  in  fee,  discharged  from 
the  mortgage  of  the  23rd  of  April,  1851.    On  the  same  day  a 
receipt  for  £5000  by  W.  H.  PUchery  written  on  a  separate  piece  of 
paper,  and  the  title-deeds  relating  to  the  Whitchwrch  property 
(other  than  the  two  mortgages  and  the  reconveyance),  were  deli- 
vered to  Mr.  Madden^  one  of  W.  H.  PUcher^s  clerks,  with  distinct 
instructions  not  to  give  up  the  deeds  or  the  receipt  unless  the 
money  mentioned  in  the  receipt  was  paid.    Upon  this,  Mr.  Maddeity 
accompanied  by  Bawlins,  went  to  the  London  Coffee  Eotise,  where 
Bawlins  obtained  the  £10,000  from  Stocku>etteLnd  Lamb  on  delivery 
to  them- of  their  mortgage  and  of  the  title-deeds  to  the  Whiichurch 
property.    Of  this  sum  £5000  was  handed  to  Madden,  and  on  the 
same  day  paid  in  by  him  to  the  private  banking  account  of  W.  PL. 
Pilcher,  who  afterwards  appropriated  it  to  his  own  use.     The 
remaining  £5000  was  retained  by  Bawlins.     The  reconveyance  of 
the  2nd  of  April  was  handed  to  StockweU  and  Lamb  by  Bawlins* 
solicitors  after  the  institution  of  the  suit.    It  was  unstamped  when 
so  handed  over,  and  continued  to  be  so  until  the  hearing  of  these 
suits.    No  receipt  was  indorsed  on  it. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  11th  of  April,  1861,  Bawlins,  in 
consideration  of  £2590  therein  expressed  to  be  paid  to  him  by 
W»  H.  Pilcher,  purported  to  convey  to  W.  H,  Pilcher  in  fee  cer- 
tain real  estate  known  as  "  the  Smithfield  and  New  Street  proper- 
ties," and  included  in  the  mortgages  of  1851  and  1854.  A  receipt 
for  £2590  was  indorsed  on  this  deed,  but  no  money  was  actually 
paid  by  Pilcher  to  Bawlins. 

In  April,  1860,  John  Houghton  Ward,  one  of  the  executors  of 
the  will  of  John  Matthews,  filed  a  bill  against  William  Humphrey 
PUcher,  his  executor,  to  compel  him  to  account  for  assets  of  the 
testator  in  his  hands.  In  November,  1860,  an  order  was  made  in 
that  suit  that  W.  H.  Pilcher  should  pay  into  Court  £3000  admitted 
•  by  his  answer  to  be  in  his  hands.  W.  H.  Pilcher  paid  in  £1000, 
and  proposed  to  give  as  a  security  for  payment  of  the  rest  a  mort- 
gage of  the  Smithfield  and  New  Street  properties,  which  he  alleged 
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that  he  had  contracted  to  purchase  from  Rawlins.  The  proposal 
was  accepted ;  and  W,  H.  Ptlcher  delivered  an  abstract  of  title,  in 
which  the  mortgages  of  1851  and  1851  were  suppressed.  The  title 
was  referred  to  one  of  the  conveyancing  counsel  to  the  Court,  and 
was  approved  by  him ;  and  by  an  order  of  the  11th  of  November, 
1861,  W.  jff.  Pilcher  was  ordered  to  execute  a  mortgage  of  these 
properties  to  Ward,  which  was  accordingly  done.  On  taking  the 
accounts,  further  sums  were  found  due  from  W.  E.  Pilcher ,  and 
under  an  order  of  Court  the  payment  of  these  was  secured  on  the 
same  properties. 

Messrs.  SioekweU  and  Lamh  and  Mr.  Ward  pleaded  that  they  were 
purchasers  for  value  without  notice,  and  claimed  priority  over  the 
Plaintiffs. 

Rawlins  denied  his  liability  to  make  good  any  loss  occasioned  to 
the  trust  estates ;  but  a  detailed  report  of  this  part  of  the  case  is 
unnecessary. 

Mr.  SoiUhffaie,  Q.O.,  Mr.  Bristowe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kingdon^  for  the 
PlaintiflEs  in  both  suits  : — 

First,  as  regards  Stockwell  and  Lamh.  Either  they  claim  the 
benefit  of  the  deed  of  the  2nd  of  April,  1856,  or  they  do  not.  If 
they  do  not,  they  have  simply  an  equitable  estfite  posterior  to  that 
of  the  Plaintiffs  in  point  of  time,  and  consequently  posterior  in 
point  of  title.  If  they  do  claim  the  benefit  of  that  deed,  they  must 
be  treated  as  having  had  notice  of  everything  as  to  which  an 
examination  of  the  deed  ought  to  have  led  them  to  inquire,  and 
therefore  of  the  Plaintiffs'  title.  But  even  if  they  are  to  be 
treated  as  not  having  had  such  notice,  still  they  cannot  claim  the 
benefit  of  a  conveyance  by  the  trustee  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  breach  of 
his  duty  to  them :  WiUoughhy  v.  WiUougliby  (1) ;  MaundreU  v. 
MaundreU  (2) ;  Ex  parte  Knott  (3)  ;  Carter  v.  Carter  (4) ;  Bates 
V.  Johnson  (5)  ;  Prosser  v.  Bice  (6) ;  SliarpUs  v.  Adams  (7) ;  Pease 
V.  Jackson  (8). 

Mr.  E.  C.  Ward,  Mr.  Swan,  and  Mr.  W.  Pearson,  for  Defendants 
in  the  same  interest  as  the  Plaintiffs. 

(1)  1  T.  R.  763.  (5)  Job.  304. 

(2)  10  Ves.  246.  (6)  28  Beav.  68. 

(3)  11  Ibid.  609.  (7)  32  Ibid.  213. 

(4)  3  K.  &  J.  617.  (8)  Law  Rep.  3  Cb.  576. 
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Mr.  Jessd,  Q.O.  and  Mr.  WicJcenSy  for  Stockwell  and  Lamb : — 

We  are  purchasers  for  value ;  we  have  got  in  the  legal  estate, 
and  at  the  time  when  we  paid  our  money  and  got  in  the  estate  we 
had  no  notice  of  the  PlaintiflTs  title,  which  is  a  purely  equitable 
one.  There  is  only  one  case  in  which,  under  such  circumstances, 
the  purchaser  has  been  ousted,  viz..  Carter  v.  Carter  (1).  That 
was  a  case  of  the  first  impression,  and  we  submit  that  the  decision 
was  not  well  founded.  The  rule  on  which  the  Court  acts  in  pro- 
tecting a  purchaser  for  value,  who  has  got  in  the  legal  estate,  is, 
that  such  a  purchaser  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  any  advantage  ho 
may  have  at  law,  unless  you  can  shew  something  to  affect  his 
conscience.  What  is  there  here  to  affect  the  purchaser's  con- 
science ?  It  is  said  that  the  purchasers  had  notice  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's title.  Now,  actual  notice  they  clearly  had  not ;  and  if  they 
are  to  be  affected  with  constructive  notice,  the  doctrine  of  the 
Court  must  be  extended  beyond  the  previous  decisions — a  thing 
which  many  eminent  Judges,  including  the  present  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, who  decided  Carter  v.  Carter,  have  said  ought  not  to  be 
done. 

Consider  the  hardsliips  and  absurdities  to  which  that  decision 
leads.  Suppose  a  person  is  owner  in  fee,  subject  to  charges  in 
favour  of  his  younger  brothers,  and  that  he  conveys  the  estate  to 
his  brothers  upon  trust  for  himself  for  life,  with  remainder  over, 
and  then  sells,  suppressing  the  settlement,  and  the  brothers  join  iu 
the  conveyance  to  the  purchaser.  How  could  the  persons  claiming 
under  the  settlement  be  heard  to  set  up  their  title  against  that  of 
the  purchaser  ?  Again,  suppose  an  owner  in  fee  simple  dies  intes- 
tate, as  is  supposed,  and  his  heir-at-law  enters  and  sells  to  a 
purchaser ;  then,  many  years  afterwards,  it  is  found  that  the  sup- 
posed intestate  made  a  will,  by  which  he  devised  the  estate  to  his 
heir  upon  trusts.  Can  it  be  possible  that  the  eestuis  que  trust  could 
oust  the  purchaser  ? 

It  does  not  matter  how  the  purchaser  gets  in  the  legal  estate, 

provided  he  has  no  notice  at  the  time  when  he  advances  his 

money.    If  he  does  not  get  in  the  legal  estate  at  that  time,  he  may 

even  do  so  afterwards.    It  is  true  that  if  he  gets  in  the  estate 

afterwards  from  a  trustee,  he  takes  subject  to  the  rights  of  the 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  C17. 
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cestuis  qvs  trust ;  but  that  observation  does  not  apply  to  a  case 
where  the  legal  estate  is  got  in  when  the  money  is  advanced. 

As  to  the  authorities.  The  principle  for  which  we  contend  is 
clearly  and  broadly  laid  down  in  Basset  v.  Nosworthy  (1).  The 
dicta  in  Maundrell  v.  Maundrdl  (2)  and  Ex  parte  Knott  (3)  only 
go  to  this,  that  if  you  find  that  the  legal  estate  is  outstanding  in 
a  dry  trustee,  and  if  you  have  discovered  that  there  is  an  incum- 
brance prior  to  your  own,  you  must  ask  the  trustee  whether  he 
knows  of  any  prior  incumbrance  before  you  get  in  the  legal  estate 
from  him.  WdUxvyn  v.  Lee  (4)  is  an  authority  against  the  decision 
in  Carter  v.  Carter  (5).  In  that  case  the  tenant  for  life  made  a 
settlement,  holding  himself  out  to  be  absolute  owner,  and  made  a 
mortgage  in  fee  and  delivered  the  title-deeds  to  the  mortgagee. 
After  his  death  the  remainderman  in  tail  filed  a  bill  for  discovery 
and  possession  of  the  title-deeds.  Now  the  mortgagee  had  lawfully 
obtained  possession  of  the  deeds,  because  the  tenant  for  life  was 
entitled  to  the  custody  of  them ;  only,  however,  by  virtue  of  the 
settlement,  of  which,  on  the  principle  laid  down  in  Carter  v.  Carter ^ 
the  mortgagee  ought  to  be  deemed  to  have  had  notice.  Yet  Lord 
Mdon  held  the  contrary,  and  allowed  a  plea  of  purchase  for  valu- 
able consideration  without  notice.  Jones  v.  Powles  (6)  and  Young 
V.  Ycfwfkg  (7)  are  authorities  in  our  favour.  Prosser  v.  Biee  (8) 
and  Sharpies  v.  Adams  (9)  have  no  bearing  on  the  doctrine  of 
Carter  v.  Carter. 

Even  if  Carter  v.  Carter  be  rightly  decided,  this  case  is  distin- 
guishable. There  the  trust  of  which  the  purchaser  was  held  to 
have  notice  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  by  which  the 
legal  estate  passed ;  here  it  does  not. 

We  also  contend  that,  if  the  purchaser  was  put  on  inquiry  as  to 
the  trusts,  still,  if  he  had  inquired,  he  would  have  found  nothing 
wrong.  It  is  said  that  the  purchaser  ought  to  have  obtained  the 
consent  in  writing  of  Jeremiah  Pitcher  ;  but  his  consent  is  required 
only  to  variations  of  the  investments,  not  to  the  receipt  by  the 
trustees  of  money  due  on  a  mortgage.    Moreover,  the  mortgago- 

(1)  2  Wh.  &  T.  L.  C.  1, 3id  Ed. 

(2)  10  Ves.  246. 

(3)  11  Ibid.  609. 

(4)  9  Ibid.  24. 

(9)  32  Beav.  213. 


M.R. 
1870 


(5)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 

(6)  3  My.  &  K.  581. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  801. 

(8)  28  Beav.  68. 
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money  is  expressly  made  payable  to  the  trustees  or  the  survivors 
or  survivor  of  them ;  and  that  can  have  no  meaning  but  this,  that 
the  siettlement  was  not  to  be  called  for  when  the  mortgage-money 
was  paid  oflF;  and  the  circumstance  that  the  debt  was  paid  off  a  few 
days  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed  for  redemption  is 
immaterial. 

Sir  B.  BaggaUay,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Ferrers^  for  Ward^  adopted 
the  same  line  of  argument ;  aqd  cited,  in  addition  to  the  cases 
previously  mentioned,  Bodds  v.  EUh  (1). 

Mr.  Hinde  PcUmer,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Herbert  Smith,  for  Bawlins. 

Mr.  Boxbv/rgh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Dretvrg,  for  the  representative  of 
WiUiam  Humphrey  Pilcher, 

Mr,  Southgate,  in  reply  : — 

There  is  no  receipt  clause  in  the  mortgage  deed  of  1851,  except 
on  the  exercise  of  a  power  of  sale  contained  in  it,  and  the  deed 
discloses  the  fact  that  the  mortgage-money  was  held  upon  trust ; 
consequently  the  purchaser  was  bound  to  see  that  the  money  due 
on  the  mortgage  was  properly  applied,  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  deed  of  settlement.  The  settlement  contains  the 
usual  trustee  receipt  clause,  and  if  the  mortgage-money  had  been 
paid  off  simpKciter,  1  do  not  deny  that  WiUiam  Humphrey  Ptlehe)" 
might  have  given  a  good  receipt  for  it.  But  that  is  not  the  trans- 
action on  the  face  of  the  reconveyance.  That  deed  purports  to  be  a 
release  of  part  of  the  mortgaged  property,  upon  payment  of  part  of 
the  mortgage  debt.  That  is  a  plain  variation  of  an  investment, 
and  could  not  be  done  without  the  consent  of  Jeremiah  PUcher. 

Carter  v.  Carter  (2)  is  on  all-fours  with  the  present  case.  It  was 
decided  thirteen  years  ago;  and  although  comments  have  been 
made  on  some  parts  of  the  judgment,  the  decision  itself  has  never 
been  questioned  by  any  Judge  or  text-writer. 


Dec.  5.    Lord  Eomillt,  M.E. : — 

The  object  of  these  suits  is  to  enforce  a  security  taken  for  trust 
funds.    The  real  question  to  be   determined  is,  which  of  two 
(1)  2  H.  &  M.  424.  (2)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 
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innocent  persons  is  to  bear  tlie  loss  consequent  on  a  gross  breach 
of  trust  and  a  fraud  perpetrated  upon  them  ?  I  will  first  consider 
the  ease  as  between  the  Plaintifis  on  the  one  side  and  the  Deten- 
isLiitsStoeiweU  and  Lamb  on  the  other.  [His  Lordship  then  stated 
the  facts  relating  to  this  part  of  the  case,  and  continued : — 1  A 
more  improper  transaction,  so  far  as  W.  H.  PthJier  and  Bawlins 
were  concerned,  it  is  difficult  to  conceivdl  It  is  obvious,  on  the 
facts  of  the  case,  that  both  of  them  knew  perfectly  well  that  the 
?rhole  thing  was  done  without  the  "knowledge  of  the  ceduis  que 
trusiy  and  that  no  part  of  the  money  would  go  to  them;  and 
accordingly  none  ever  did.  It  so  happened  that  W,  JH".  Pitcher 
was  the  sole  surviving  trustee  of  the  first  indenture  of  settlement, 
and  the  consequence  was  that  the  deed  of  the  2nd  of  April,  1856, 
did  convey  the  legal  estate  to  Bawlins.  The  first  and  most 
important  question  to  be  considered  in  this  part  of  the  case  is, 
whether  Bawlins  could  obtain  a  title  to  give  to  Stockwdl  and 
Lamb  by  inducing  the  trustee,  W.  H,  Pileher,  to  commit  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  whether  StocJcweU  and  Lamb  can  rely  upon  a  legal 
estate  obtained,  as  it  were,  accidentally  in  this  manner,  the  deed 
which  conveyed  it  to  Bawlins  being  wholly  unknown  to  them,  and 
forming  no  part  of  the  title  shewn  to  them,  and  which  deed,  if  it 
had  been  known  to  them,  would  have  disclosed  to  them  the  ex- 
istence of  the  mortgage  of  the  23rd  of  April,  1851,  and  the  trusts 
which  ajSected  the  property.  The  cases  relating  to  the  advantage 
acquired  by  the  assignment  of  the  legal  estate  are  numerous,  and 
the  leading  case  as  to  the  effect  produced  by  the  conveyance  of  it 
is  WiRougKby  v.  WUhugJAy  (1),  one  of  Lord  HardtJtnckea  great 
judgments,  which  lays  the  foundation  for  the  doctrine  respecting 
it  on  a  safe  footing.  It  is  true,  however,  that  that  case  does  not 
govern  the  present,  but  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  principle 
enunciated  in  the  case  lately  decided  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
which  does  affect  it  very  closely;  that  is  the  case  of  Carter  v. 
Carter  (2).  The  case  of  Carter  v.  Carter  was  this :  The  testator 
died  in  1847,  leaving  a  will  of  January,  1846,  by  which  he  gave  a 
beneficial  share  in  real  estates  to  Jehn  Carter.  Thereupon  John 
Carter,  believing  himself  to  be  the  beneficial  owner,  conveyed  it  to 
Defendant  as  mortgagee ;  afterwards  a  later  will  of  the  testator, 

0)  1  T.  K.  763.  (2)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 
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dated  in  April,  1846,  was  discovered,  by  wliich  John  took  no 
beneficial  interest  in  the  property  mortgaged,  but  by  which  the 
legal  estate  was  devised  to  him  (and  two  others)  as  trustees  for 
other  persons.  The  two  other  trustees  disclaimed,  and  John  Carter 
thereupon  became  the  sole  trustee,  and  by  it  the  legal  estate  was 
vested  in  him  which  he  had  already  conveyed  to  his  mortgagee. 
The  Lord  Chancellor  held,  after  long  argument  and  elaborate 
judgment,  and  full  examination  of  all  the  authorities,  that  the 
mortgagee  could  not  rely  on  the  legal  estate  under  the  second  will 
which  disclosed  the  tnist.  If  both  parties  had  known  of  the  will 
before  the  conveyance  of  the  property,  it  would  have  been  clear 
that  the  mortgagee  could  have  obtained  no  advantage  from  it. 
The  Lord  Chancellor  held  that  he  could  not  approbate  and  repro- 
bate the  will,  to  use  a  Scottish  expression,  and  that  if  he  relied  on 
it  to  shew  that  John  Carter  liad  the  legal  estate,  he  must  also 
admit  it  as  giving  himself  notice  of  the  trust 

Now,  how  does  that  apply  here  ?  I  think  it  does  very  clearly. 
StocJcweU  and  Lamb  did  not  know  of  the  deed  which  gave  the  legal 
estate  to  Bawlins  till  November,  1865,  three  months  after  the  bill 
was  filed,  which  was  in  August,  1865 ;  and  when  the  deed  is  pro- 
duced it  shews  a  state  of  things  which,  if  it  had  been  disclosed  to 
them  before  the  money  was  advanced,  would  have  caused  them  to 
pause  and  make  further  inquiries.  The  principle  of  the  decision  in 
Carter  v.  Carter  (1)  seems  to  me  to  be  sound.  It  seems  to  me  that 
it  is  sought  to  be  put  thus :  If  you  rely  on  an  instrument  of  which 
you  were  wholly  ignorant  at  the  time  you  advanced  the  money 
you  must  take  it  as  it  stood  at  the  time,  with  all  the  necessary 
consequences  attending  it ;  and  I  think  that  the  question  I  have 
to  decide  here  is  this,  whether,  if  at  the  meeting  at  the  London 
Coffee  House  this  deed  had  been  produced,  as  giving  Baidina  the 
legal  estate,  StoekweU  and  Lamb  would  have  exercised  such  reason- 
able caution  and  prudence  in  making  no  further  inquiry  or  investi- 
gation as  to  entitle  them  to  say  that  they  are  purchasers  for  value 
without  notice  of  any  prior  incumbrance  ?  In  the  first  place,  the 
deed  contradicts  the  abstract  furnished  to  them.  How  did  the 
legal  estate  get  into  W.  JEL  PUcher?  What  was  this  mortgage 
therein  recited  ?    Then  the  appearance  and  nature  of  the  deed  is 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  017. 
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to  be  considered ;  it  is  produced  without  any  stamp,  without  any 
receipt  attached  to  it ;  it  expressly  recites  the  prior  mortgage  of 
the  23rd  of  April,  1851 ;  it  recites  that  W.  H.  Pilcher  is  solo 
trustee,  and  that  the  money  has  been  repaid,  and  in  this  state  of 
things  the  trustees,  StockweU  and  Lamby  advance  trust  money  on 
this  security  without  further  inquiry — without  looking  at  the 
mortgage  deed  of  April,  1851,  of  which  they  have  distinct  notice, 
without  even  ascertaining  whether  W.  JH".  Pilcher  is  the  sole 
trustee,  without  proof  that  he  has  received  the  money ;  and  yet 
nevertheless  they  give  £10,000  of  their  cestuis  que  trusfs  money. 
If  such  had  been  the  fact,  my  belief  is  that  in  no  Court  of  Equity 
could  such  conduct  be  justified  or  the  trustees  who  advanced  the 
money  exonerated  from  the  consequences ;  and  in  the  case  of  Ex 
parte  Knott  (1)  Lord  Eldon  seems  to  hold  that  this  is  the  proper 
test  of  the  effect  of  the  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate.  It  is  true 
that  the  gentlemen  in  question  did  not  so  act,  and  it  is  equally 
true,  as  I  firmly  believe,  that  nothing  would  have  induced  them 
so  to  act ;  but  the  difficulty  they  are  under  is  this :  Can  I  allow 
them  to  claim  the  benefit  of  this  deed  without  saddling  themselves 
with  all  the  consequences  which  would  have  followed  from  their 
seeing  it  if  they  had  done  so  at  the  time  when  the  conveyance  of 
the  legal  estate  was  made  to  them  ?  I  think  that  I  cannot.  They 
cannot  blow  hot  and  cold — ^they  cannot  say  we  will  take  advantage 
of  this  deed  so  far  as  it  conveys  the  legal  estate,  of  which  we  know 
nothing ;  but  we  repudiate  the  deed  so  far  as  it  discloses  to  us 
circumstances*  the  knowledge  of  which  would  have  prevented  us 
from  completing  the  transaction.  Must  there  not  be  imported  into 
this  claim  the  knowledge  of  matters  which  were  patent  on  the  face 
of  the  deed?  I  thinjc,  notwithstanding  the  vehement  attacks  I 
have  heard  against  tlie  case  of  Garter  v.  Carter  (2),  that  it  is  a  just 
and  valuable  decision,  and  according  to  the  true  principles  which 
lie  at  the  foundation  of  Equity. 

No  doubt  the  case  before  me  is  a  very  melancholy  one,  and  one 
very  discreditable  to  the  law  of  this  country,  in  which  alone  I 
believe  such  a  case  could  occur,  and  where,  I  regi-et  to  say,  it 
occurs  frequently ;  an*!  one  of  the  sad  consequences  is,  that  the 
possibility  of  committing  such  a  fraud  induces  persons  in  difK- 
(1)  11  Ves.  609.  (2)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 
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culties  to  appropriate  to  themselves  the  monejrs  of  others  by  acts 
which  in  moral  culpability  are  not,  in  my  opinion,  inferior  to 
felony. 

As  for  Mr.  BawUns,  no  excuse  can  be  urged.  He  is  shewn  to  be 
knowingly  culpable  throughout.  He  made  out  and  deliyered  the 
abstract,  he  receiyed  the  money,  he  suppressed  the  knowledge  of 
the  mortgage,  and  upon  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Madden  I  consider  it 
to  be  clear  that,  unless  Mr.  Rawlins  had  divided  the  £10,000  with 
Mr.  W.  H.  Ptl4)her,  he  could  not  have  obtained  W.  E.  FUcher^s 
consent  or  concurrence.  .  Therefore,  as  regards  Messrs.  Stockwell 
and  Lamb,  I  shall  declare  that  the  Plaintiffs'  mortgage  of  the  23rd 
of  April,  1851,  has  priority  over  that  of  the  2nd  of  April,  1856. 

As  regards  Ba/wUns,  an  account  must  be  taken  of  what  is  due  on 
the  mortgage  for  principal,  interest^  and  costs,  and  he  must  be 
ordered  to  pay  that  amount ;  and  of  course  the  same  account  must 
be  directed  against  the  estate  of  W.  K  PHeher. 

I  come  now  to  the  case  of  Mr.  Ward.  The  facts  which  raise  it 
are  these : — [His  Lordship  stated  them.]  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
conyeyance  of  the  Smithfield  and  New  Street  property  by  Bawlins 
in  1861  to  W*  H.  Pileher  was  done  with  full  knowledge  that  it  was 
done  for  an  improper  purpose,  and  in  order  to  enable  W.  H.  Pileher 
to  commit  a  breach  of  trust.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  clearly 
established  by  the  evidence  of  the  whole  case.  Does  the  fact  of 
Bawlins  knowing  of  this  impropriety  and  knowing  of  the  existence 
of  the  other  trusts  invalidate  the  conveyance  to  PHeher,  and  con- 
sequently prevent  him  from  conveying  the  legal  estates  to  Mr. 
Ward  f — in  other  words,  to  use  the  words  as  attributed  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  to  Lord  Eldon,  can  the  purchaser  insist  on  any  benefit 
to  be  derived  from  that  which  would  be  a  breach  of  trust  in  the 
trustees  ?  I  am  of  opinion  that,  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case, 
Mr.  Ward  cannot  insist  on  any  such  benefit,  and  that  Mr.  Ward 
does  not  by  that  means  obtain  any  benefit  by  the  conveyance  of 
the  legal  estate,  and  consequently  that  the  mortgage  of  April, 
1851,  has  priority  over  Mr.  WarXs  mortgage. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  8.  W.  Johnson  ;  Messrs.  Johnson  &  WeatheraSs ; 
Mr.  Walter  Prideaux;  Mr.  Oedge. 
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Company— Transfer  of  Busine98--UUrh  Vtres-^Winding-iip^Compames  Act,   Nov,2l,2%23'r 

1862,  8. 161.  J!L ' 

An  tmregistered  company  which  has  no  power  under  its  deed  of  settlement 
to  sell  or  transfer  its  business  to  another  company  may,  nevertheless,  carry 
into  effect  an  agreement  for  that  purpose  by  registering  under  the  Companies 
Actj  1862,  passing  a  resolution  for  voluntarily  winding-up,  and  directing  the 
liquidators  to  carry  out  the  agreement. 

iHIS  was  a  suit  by  Horatio  SouthaU  and  Edgar  Brooks,  on  behalf 
of  themselves  and  all  other  members  of  the  British  Muitud  Life 
Asswrance  Society  (hereinafter  called  the  Society),  except  the  De- 
fendants, the  directors  of  'the  Society,  against  the  Society,  the 
directors  of  the  Society,  the  Prudential  Assurance  Company  (here- 
inafter called  the  Company)  and  the  directors  of  the  Company, 

The  Society  was  a  mutual  life  insurance  company,  established 
originally  in  1844,  but  governed  by  deed  of  settlement,  dated  1851. 
Of  this  deed  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  more  than  that  it  contained 
clauses  providing  for  the  dissolution  of  the  Company  in  a  particular 
manner,  but  that  it  contained  no  provisions  for  the  amalgama- 
tion of  the  Society  with  or  the  sale  of  its  business  to  any  other 
company. 

In  April,  1865,  the  Plaintiff  Brooks  effected  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  his  own  life  in  the  Society.    The  policy  contained  a  provision 
that.,  during  the  continuance  thereof,  the  Society  should  not  be 
bound  by  or  take  any  notice  of  any  assignment,  transmission,  or 
vesting  thereof,  or  be  bound  by  or  take  any  notice  of  or  be  affected 
by  any  joint  tenancy  or  tenancy  in  common,  or  trust,  or  equitable 
or  reversionary  interest  therein.    In  May,  1866,  Brooks  assigned 
this  policy  to  the  Plaintiff  SouthaU  absolutely,  and  notice  of  the 
assignment  was  given  to  the  Company :  but  in  order  to  avoid  any 
question  as  to  SouthaWs  right  to  sue,  Brooks  was  made  a  co-Plaintiff. 
SouthaU  was  also  the  assignee  either  absolute  or  by  way  of  mort- 
gage of  other  current  policies  of  assurance  in  the  Society  for  sums 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  £2300.    Some  of  these  policies  had 
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MR.       been  assigned  to  SouthaU  in  consideration  of  his  releasing  debts 
1870       due  to  him ;  and  the  assignments  thereof  contained  covenants  by 

SouTHALL    *^®  debtors  to  pay  the  premiums  on  the  policies. 

^  *•  In  September,  1867,  the  directors  of  the  Society  declaxei  a  bonus 

Mutual  Life  of  20  per  cent  on  the  paid-up  premiums.     In  June,  1868,  they 

Society,  issued  a  report,  in  which  they  stated  that  the  statement  of  accounts 
for  the  financial  year  ending  on  the  25th  of  March  then  last  would 
bear  a  favourable  comparison  with  the  preceding  ones,  and  would 
shew  a  steady  and  progressive  increase  in  the  operations  of  the 
Society ;  and  that  they  had  every  encouragement  to  hope  that,  at 
the  next  division  of  profits,  in  1872,  they  would  be  able  again  to 
recommend  a  liberal  bonus. 

The  Company  was  a  proprietary  company,  and  was  governed  by 
a  deed  of  settlement  of  the  17th  of  January,  1861,  under  which 
the  Company  had  power  to  purchase  or  otherwise  acquire  the 
business  of  any  other  company  or  companies,  or  society  or  societies, 
of  a  similar  nature.  In  addition  to  the  ordinary  business  of  life 
assurance,  the  Company  had  power  to  efiect  assurances  in  cases  of 
siclaiess  and  accident. 

On  the  10th  of  October,  1868,  a  provisional  agreement  was  entered 
into  between  the  directors  of  the  Society  and  the  Company  for  the 
transfer  of  the  business,  assets,  and  liabilities  of  the  Society  to  the 
Company.  This  agreement  contained  a  clause  providing  that  each 
of  the  directora  should  receive  the  sum  of  £600,  and  the  secretary 
£5000,  by  way  of  compensation  for  loss  of  oflSce.  On  the  same 
day  the  directors  of  the  Society  issued  a  circular  calling  a  special 
meeting  of  the  members  on  the  29th  of  October,  for  the  purpose 
of  considering  the  agreement ;  and  also  a  general  meeting  on  the 
same  day,  as  soon  as  the  business  of  the  special  meeting  might  be 
terminated,  to  consider  the  expediency  of  registering  the  Society 
under  the  Companies  Ad,  1862,  and  to  pass  such  resolutioDs  in 
reference  thereto  as  might  at  such  meeting  be  considered  expedient. 
A  copy  of  this  circular  was  sent  to  the  Plaintifi*  SouthaU,  who 
immediately  wrote  to  the  secretary  of  the  Society  stating  that  he 
objected  to  the  proposed  arrangement. 

The  meetings  called  for  the  29th  of  October  were  duly  held, 
and  resolutions  were  passed  by  large  majorities  of  the  members 
present  personally  or  by  proxy,  approving  of  the  agreement  and 
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sanctiooing  the  registration  of  the  Society  under  the  Companies       M  n. 
Ad,  1862.     On  the  30th  of  October  the  Society  was  registered        1870 
accordingly.     On  the  same  day  circulars  were  issued,  calling  a    southall 
s])ecial  general  meeting  on  the  17th  of  November,  for  the  purpose      ^  *• 
of  passing  a  special  resolution  under  the  Compaiiiea  Act,  1862,  Mutual  Ltfe 

A.SSCB  AXC  B 

approving  and  adopting  the  agreement  of  the  10th  of  October,  and     society. 
also  for  the  purpose  of  passing  a  special  resolution,  requiring  the 
Society  to  be  wound  up  voluntarily,  and  for  the  purpose  of  appoint- 
ing liquidators,  and  of  giving  authority  t Asuch  liquidators  to  carry 
oat  the  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  Society. 

A  meeting  was  accordingly  duly  held  on  the  17th  of  November, 
and  the  following  resolutions  were  passed  by  the  majority  required 
by  sect.  51  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862 : — 

"1.  That  the  agreement  made  by  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Society  with  the  PrUdential  Assurance  Company,  dated  the  10th 
day  of  October,  1868,  for  the  transfer  of  the  business  and  the 
pohcies  and  assets  of  this  Society  to  the  Prudential  Assurance 
Company  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  approved  and  adopted. 

"  2.  That  the  Society  should  be  wound  up  voluntarily. 

"  3,  That  Edwin  Henry  Galsworthy,  of  Poultry  Chambers,  London, 
Esqmre,  be  and  he  is  hereby  appointed  liquidator  of  the  Society ; 
and  he  is  hereby  authorized,  directed,  and  empowered  to  carry  out 
and  bring  into  operation  the  said  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  Society  with  the  Prudential  Assurance 
Company,  dated  10th  October,  1868." 

These  resolutions  were  duly  confirmed  at  a  meeting  held  on  the 
4th  of  December.  The  transfer  of  the  business  and  assets  was  after- 
wards carried  into  effect.  The  directors  and  ofiBcers  of  the  Society 
received  the  compensation  stipulated  by  the  agreement.  The 
liquidators,  in  pursuance  of  sect.  142  of  the  Companies  Act,  rendered 
an  account  of  their  proceedings  to  a  meeting  called  tot  the  purpose 
on  the  8th  of  April,  1869,  and  made  a  return  of  such  meeting  to 
the  Kegistrar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies  on  the  10th  of  April,  1869. 
The  period  of  three  months  mentioned  in  the  143rd  section  expired 
on  the  10th  of  July,  1869,  so  that  if  these  proceedings  were  valid, 
the  Soeidy  was  now  dissolved. 

The  bill  was  originally  filed  on  the  10th  of  November,  1868,  and 

was  afterwards  amended,  and  as  amended  prayed  for  a  declaration 
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31.  R.       that  the  agreement  of  the  10th  of  October,  1868,  was  beyond  the 

1870        powers  of  the  Society  and  the  Company,  and  was  invalid  and  void  ; 

SouTHALL    for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  carrying  it  into 

Bmk^     effect,  and  the  directors  of  the  Society  from  selling,  transferring,  or 

]MrTUAL  LiFB  otherwise  dealing  with  the  business  and  assets  of  the  Society  con- 

ASSUBAKGE  ,    , 

Society,  trary  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement;  for  an  order 
directing  the  Company  to  transfer  the  assets  received  by  them 
under  colour  of  the  agreement  to  the  liquidator  of  the  Society  as 
assets  of  the  Society;  for  a  declaration  that  the  Society  ought  to 
be  wound  up,  and  its  affairs  dealt  with  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement ;  for  an  order  directing  the 
directors  of  the  Society  to  repay  to  the  L'quidators  of  the  Society, 
as  assets  of  the  Society^  the  amounts  received  by  them  for  compen- 
sation under  the  agreemient ;  and  for  damages  and  costs. 

Notice  of  motion  for  an  injunction  was  given,  but  before  the 
motion  was  heard  the  transfer  of  the  business  and  assets  had  been 
completed. 

The  Defendants  alleged  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  the  only  persons 
who  objected  to  the  agreement,  all  the  other  members  of  the 
Society  having  accepted  the  liability  of  the  Company. 

Mr.  Jeasd,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Waller,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

The  agreement  was  ultra  vires  both  of  the  Society  and  the  Com- 
pany. It  is  not  pretended  that  the  Society  had,  under  its  deed  of 
settlement,  any  power  to  enter  into  such  an  agreement.  The  Com- 
pany have  power  to  acquire  the  business  of  any  other  company  of 
a  similar  nature ;  but  the  Society  was  a  mutual  company,  and 
totally  different  in  its  nature  from  the  Prudential  Company,  which 
is  an  ordinary  proprietary  company.  Even  if  the  Prudential  Com- 
pany had  been  a  mutual  company  the  Plaintiffs  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  become  members  of  it,  seeing  that  its  business  includes 
not  merely  life  assurance,  but  assurance  in  cases  of  sickness  and 
accident,  which  is  of  a  risky  and  uncertain  description. 

It  is,  however,  said  that  the  transfer  is  valid  under  sect.  161  of 
the  Companies  Act,  1862.  In  reality  the  transaction  was  a  fraud 
on  that  section,  which  was  intended  to  be  auxiliary  to  a  hondjide 
winding-up,  and  not  to  be  the  means  of  carrying  into  effect  an 
ultra  vires  agreement.    Moreover,  that  section  merely  enables  the 
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liqnidators  to  sell  the  business  of  the  Company ^  and  to  receiye  shares       M.  B. 
of  another  company  in  payment.  Here,  in  the  first  place,  the  liqni-        1870 
dator  does  not  sell,  he  merely  obeys  the  directions  given  to  him  by    Southall 
the  resolutions.    Again,  the  liquidator  receives  nothing;  the  only     BbBmsH 
persons  who  receive  anythins:  are  the  directors  of  the  Society,  and  Mutual  Life 
all  the  other  members  are  simply  handed  over  to  another  company.     Soonmr. 

It  is  clear  that  if  the  Defendants  succeed  the  Plaintiff  Southall 
will  be  most  materially  injured ;  for  he  will  no  longer  be  able  to 
enforce  the  covenants  in  consideration  of  which  he  has  released  his 
debtors  from  their  debts. 

[They  cited  Natusch  v.  Irving  (1);  Chnst  v.  Harris  (2);  Be 
Phoenix  Life  Policy  Company  (3) ;  Keams  v.  Leaf  (4)  ;  Law  v. 
Indispidahle  Life  Policy  Company  (5);  Be  State  Fire  Insurance 
Company  (6) ;  Gregory  v.  Patchett  (7) ;  Simpson  v.  Denison  (8) ; 
Clinch  V.  Financial  Corporation  (9) ;  Sutton  v.  Scarborough  Cliff 
Eatd  Company  (10).] 

Sir  B.  BaggaUay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Phear^  for  the  directors  of  the 
British  Mutual  Society,  and  Mr.  Souihgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Chester, 
for  the  Prudential  Company  and  its  directors : — 

We  do  not  dispute  any  of  the  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  Flain- 
tifis,  but  we  say  they  are  all  irrelevant,  except  Clinch  v.  Financial 
Corporation.  There  an  amalgamation  was  set  aside  because  the 
terms  imposed  a  fresh  liability  on  the  shareholders,  an  objection 
which  does  not  apply  here;  and  in  fact  the  judgment  of  the 
present  Lord  Chancellor  (11)  is  strongly  in  our  favour.  He  held 
that  the  amalgamation  could  not  be  supported  under  the  articles 
of  association  of  the  company ;  and  then  proceeded  as  follows  (12) : 
"  The  question  then  comes  to  this,  whether  this  was  an  arrange- 
ment which  can  be  supported  under  the  161st  section  of  the  Com- 
panies Act,  1862,  Now  it  is  clear  that  the  161st  section  points  to 
this,  that  if  a  company  be  desirous  of  merging  themselves  in 
another  company,  inasmuch  as  a  minority  of  dissentient  share- 

(1)  1  Lindley  on  Partnership,  605.  (7)  33  Beav.  695. 

(2)  T.  &  R.  496.  (8)  10  Hare,  51. 

(3)  2  J.  &  H.  441.  (9)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  11 7. 

(4)  1  H.  &  M.  681.  (10)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  514. 

(5)  1  K.  &  J.  223.  (11)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  450. 

(6)  1  D.  J.  &  S.  634.  (12)  Ibid.  472. 
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M.  B.       holders  cannot  be  compelled  to  take  Bhares  in  the  other  company, 

1870        it  may  be  desirable  that  the  first  company  shall  have  a  power  of 

SouTHALL    closing  its  concerns  and  winding  up  its  aflFairs,  and  upon  so  doing, 

BBmsH     ^^  selling  its  assets  to  the  other  company,  which  may  be  disposed 

Mutual  Ltfe  iq  purchase  those  assets,  payino:  for  them  in  shares.      Then  it 

Assurance  ^  '   tr  j     o 

Society,     would  be  for  the  shareholders  in  the  company  which  was  being 

wound  up  to  say  whether  they  will  take  shares  or  not."    That 

passage  is  an  express  authority  for  the  proposition  that  a  sale 

which  is  beyond  the  powers  of  a  company,  as  defined  by  the  deed 

of  settlement,  may  be  carried  into  effect  under  sect.  161  of  the 

Companies  Act 

By  sect.  180  of  the  Companies  Ad  unregistered  companies  are 
empowered  to  register  under  the  Act ;  and  it  is  expressly  declared 
that  ^'  no  such  registration  shall  be  invalid  by  reason  that  it  has 
taken  place  with  a  view  to  a  company  being  wound  up."  Conse- 
quently the  PlaintiiBTs  could  not  have  prevented  the  Society  from- 
registering.  That  being  so,  the  Plaintiffs  must  be  bound  by  all  the 
consequences  of  registration.  By  registration  the  Society  acquired 
the  power,  without  any  restriction  or  limitation,  to  resolve  to  be 
wound  up  in  accordance  with  sect  129  of  the  Act.  Having  passed 
a  resolution  for  winding-up,  the  Society  could  direct  the  liquidators 
to  sell  the  assets  of  the  Company:  Sects.  95,  133,  161.  What 
right  has  the  Court  to  go  behind  the  resolution  to  wind  up  ? 

Further,  what  relief  can  the  Plaintiff's  have  ?  That  prayed  by 
the  bill  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  present  state  of  circum- 
stances of  the  Society,  except  in  so  far  as  it  sought  to  make  the 
directors  liable  for  the  compensation  they  have  received.  That, 
however,  can  only  be  done  upon  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiffs  affirming 
the  agreement. 

[They  cited  the  following  cases:  In  re  Imperial  Bank  of  China, 
India,  and  Japan  (1) ;  Imperial  Bank  of  China,  India,  and  Japan 
V.  Bank  of  Hindustan,  China,  and  Japan  (2) ;  In  re  Anglo-Italian 
Bank  and  Be  Eosaz  (3).] 

Mr.  Jessel,  in  reply  : — 

The  case  of  Imperial  Bank  of  China,  India,  and  Japan  v.  Bank 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  339.  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  91. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  452. 
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ofHinduslany  China,  and  Japan  (1)  shews  the  nature  of  the  relief       Bl.  B. 
which  the  Plaintiffs  ought  to  receive,  if  they  are  entitled  to  any.        1870 
As  to  the  prayer,  if  pending  an  injunction  suit  the  Defendant  has     Southall 
acted  contrary  to  the  injunction  prayed  for,  the  Court  at  the      bbttish 
hearing  will  set  aside  such  acts  without  a  special  prayer.  Mutual  Lira 

.  X  X       J  ASSUBAKCB 

The  transaction  cannot  be  supported  under  sect.  161,  for  the  Societt. 
following  reasons :  1.  The  section  contemplates  a  sale  to  facilitate  """ 
a  winding-up,  not  a  winding-up  to  facilitate  a  sale.  This  is  appa- 
rent from  the  position  of  the  section  in  the  Act :  it  is  in  part  4  of 
the  Act,  which  relates  to  winding-up,  and  is  in  the  midst  of  what 
are  called  "  Supplemental  Provisions,"  being  a  series  of  clauses, 
all  of  which  relate  to  what  may  be  done  by  way  of  facilitating 
winding-up.  Here  it  is  obvious  from  the  report  made  in  June, 
1868,  which  the  directors  at  all  events  cannot  be  allowed  to  say 
was  untrue,  that  there  was  no  necessity  to  wind  up  the  company, 
except  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  this  sale  into  effect.  2.  The 
clause  only  authorizes  the  conferring  of  power  on  the  liquidators : 
here  all  power  was  taken  out  of  their  hands ;  they  were,  by  the 
resolutions,  "  directed  "  to  carry  out  the  agreement.  3.  Whatever 
is  done  under  the  clause  must  be  done  through  the  liquidators, 
who  are  the  parties  to  receive  what  is  paid.  Here  the  liquidators 
received  nothing:  all  that  was  paid  went  into  the  hands  of  the 
directors  and  officers  of  the  Society.  4.  The  clause  cannot  apply 
to  mutual  insurance  companies.  5.  The  clause  only  validates  acts 
of  the  selling  company  :  here  the  buying  company  had  no  power 
to  buy.  6.  The  clause  only  authorizes  a  sale  for  the  purpose  of 
distributing  the  assets  pro  raid  among  the  members ;  not  one,  as 
here,  where  the  directors  have  obtained  an  advantage  over  the 
other  members  of  the  Company. 


Dec.  8,    Lord  Eomilly,  M.E.  : — 

The  facts  of  this  case  raise  an  important  question,  which  I  do 
not  know  to  have  been  expressly  decided.  It  is  shortly  this: 
Whether  the  161st  section  of  the  Companies  Acty  1862,  can  be 
made  ancillary  and  subservient  to  the  carrying  into  execution  and 

(1)  Law  Eep.  6  Eq.  91. 
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11 K.       giving  effect  to  a  contract  which  the  contracting  parties  had  no 

1870       power  to  enter  into. 

SouTHALL        [His  Lordship  then  stated  the  facts,  and  continued : — ] 

g  ••  I  pass  over  the  £5000  paid  to  the  secretary  and  the  £600  paid 

Mutual  Life  to  each  of  the  directors  of  the  Society.    These  details  cannot,  in 

gooiKTT.     my  opinion,  affect  the  question  I  have  primarily  to  decide.    It  is 

proper,  however,  to  observe  that  there  was  no  concealment  of 

these  payments,  and  that,  though  they  were  not  ostentatiously 

announced,  they  were  not  concealed ;  and  any  one  who  thought 

fit  might  have  ascertained  the  exact  terms  on  which  the  transfer 

was  proposed  to  be  made.    It  is  also  clear  that  the  Plaintiff 

SouthaU  was  very  seriously  affected  by  this  transfer,  and  that 

the  covenants  on  which  he  relied,  and  which  formed  a  part 

.of  his  security,  were  seriously  affected,  if  not  destroyed,  by  this 

transfer. 

The  arguments  against  the  application  of  this  clause  to  the 
present  state  of  things  which  weighed  most  with  me  were,  firsts 
that  the  clause  clearly  applied  to  a  liquidation,  and  that  accord- 
ingly it  gives  power  to  a  liquidator,  and  to  him  only ;  that  the 
clause  is  permissive  and  not  compulsory ;  next,  that  the  clause 
is  clearly,  in  this  case,  not  used  for  a  band  fide  purpose;  for  that^ 
in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  a  londfide  winding-up  was  not, 
in  any  respect,  contemplated  here ;  but  the  clause  was  employed 
as  a  mere  attempt  or  device  by  which  to  support  a  transaction 
radically  bad  by  reference  to  a  section  framed  for  another  and 
distinct  purpose.  At  the  same  time,  and  on  the  other  hand,  this- 
view  of  the  case  has  struck  me  very  forcibly  :  It  is  clear  that  the 
Legislature  did  not  intend  to  limit  the  application  of  this  statute 
to  cases  of  insolvent  companies,  but  meant  that  the  shareholders  of 
any  company  might,  if  they  took  the  proper  steps,  voluntarily  wind 
up  any  solvent  company  or  association ;  and  if  such  a  company 
might  do  so,  then  what  was  there  to  prevent  the  shareholders  from 
obtaining  the  benefit  of  the  powers  conferred  by  this  section? 
The  section  itself  points  out  that  it  is  not  confined  to  agreements 
entered  into  after  the  resolution  to  wind  up  had  been  come  to ; 
and  if  so,  how  can  this  Court  draw  an  arbitrarv  distinction  between 
cases  where  the  object  was  solely  to  give  validity  to  a  contract, 
and  cases  where  the  contract  was  only  one  of  the  objects  to  be 
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accomplished  ?    It  is  true  that  by  this  means  it  may  be  that  a       M.  li. 
man  who  has  joined  a  society  with  a  view  to  have  it  fairly  tried        1870 
may  suddenly  find  himself  linked  with  a  company  for  a  totally    Southall 
dijBTerent  purpose ;  and  it  is  urged  that  if  this  be  so,  then  all  the      BEniBH 
machinery  of  the  statute  is  only  an  expensive  and  circuitous  mode  Mutual  Lifk 

^    ^  ,   .  .     .  .  Assurance 

of  making  legal  an  illegal  act,  and  giving  a  majority  power  in  such  Socibty. 
eases  to  bind  a  minority.  But  if  the  Legislature  has  so  ordered, 
the  Court  has  no  power  of  altering  it,  although  it  may  be  of 
opinion  that  it  would  have  been  much  better  and  simpler  to  have 
introduced  a  clause  enabling  the  majority  of  a  company  to  bind 
the  minority  in  contracts  uUrd  vires  of  this  description,  instead  of 
going  through  the  expensive  and  dilatory  process  of  a  winding-up. 
It  is,  however,  obsei-ved,  in  answer  to  this,  that  the  clause  also 
provides  for  the  objecting  shareholder  being  paid  the  value  of  his 
property  in  the  association.  Unfortunately  the  Plaintiff  here  was 
placed  in  this  dilemma :  if  he  availed  himself  of  this  provision,  he 
must  have  abandoned  his  suit,  of  which  he  would  have  had  to  pay 
the  costs ;  and  if  he  did  not,  he  lost  the  benefit  of  the  provision. 
Accordingly,  the  Plaintiff  having  abstained  from  making  his  claim, 
cannot  now  avail  himself  of  it.  Still,  upon  full  consideration  of 
tlie  whole  matter,  and  having  regard  to  the  observations  of  Lord 
Hatherley  in  the  case  of  Clinch  v.  Financial  Corporation  (1),  where 
his  Lordship  seemed  to  be  clearly  of  opixdon  that  a  contract  ultra 
vires  of  the  directors  might  be  supported  under  the  161st  section 
of  the  Oomj[Kinies  Ad^  1862, 1  am  of  opinion  that  that  section  does 
empower  the  Society  and  the  Company  to  form  the  arrangement 
they  have  come  to. 

I  do  not  forget  the  argument  raised,  that  the  Company  had  no 
power  under  its  deed  to  enter  into  any  such  contract.  This  ques- 
tion is  solely  rested  on  the  somewhat  technical  ground  that,  though 
the  Company  had  power  to  buy  the  business  of  any  other  associa- 
tion of  a  similar  nature,  if  the  business  of  the  Society  was  of  a 
similar  nature  to  that  of  the  Company,  still  the  Society  itself  was  not 
of  a  similar  nature  to  the  Company,  because  mutual  and  proprie- 
tary assurance  companies  are  of  a  different  and  distinct  character ; 
and  still  more  so  is  it  of  a  distinct  character  when  it  insures  against 
accidents  and  against  sickness.     But  I  think  this  is  too  refined  a 

(1)  Law  Eep.  5  Eq.  472. 
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M.  n.  distinction ;  at  all  events,  I  should  not  be  disposed  to  rely  upon  it 

1870  in  a  suit  Avhere  the  expression  of  an  opinion  to  that  effect  could 

SouTHALL  ^^^^  ^^  ^^®  ^^  ^^^  Company,  and  which  could  only  be  used  inci- 

„  ^'  dentally  to  affect  the  contract  of  the  Society. 

Bbitish  •'  ^  -^ 

^Mutual  Lite     I  have  hesitated  a  good  deal  about  the  costs :  but,  on  a  full  con- 

\SSD  B  ANCE 

Society,  sideration  of  the  case,  I  do  not  think  this  is  a  case  for  giving  any 
costs.  Whether  the  directors  of  the  Company  were  properly  made 
parties,  having  regard  to  the  views  I  have  taken  of  this  case  as 
to  the  legality  of  this  proceeding,  may  reasonably  be  doubted, 
notwithstanding  the  discovery  required  from  them  ;  but  they  have 
very  properly  joined  the  Company  in  their  appearance,  and  con- 
sequently no  extra  costs — or  to  a  very  inconsiderable  amount — 
have  been  incurred  thereby ;  and  I  think  that  I  shall  best  do 
justice  in  this  case,  which  is  a  very  peculiar  one,  by  dismissing  the 
bill  without  costs. 

Solicitors  :  Mr.  A.  B.  Smith,  agent  for  Mr.  E.  Oliver,  Birming* 
ham ;  Messrs.  Barnard  &  Co. 


M.  R.  HOPGOOD  V.  PAKKIN. 

1870 

..^J^  Trustee — Loss  of  Trust  Fund — Investment  on  Mortgage — Negligence  of 

Feb.  22 ;  Solicitor — Liability  of  Trustee. 

April  T2 ; 

^2_r  ^  trustee  is  liable  for  the  loss  of  a  trust  fund  occasioned  by  his  solicitor 

having  neglected  to  take  proper  precautions  on  the  occasion  of  the  investment 
of  the  fund  on  mortgage. 

Whether  the  loss  falls  on  the  trnstce  if  occasioned  by  a  fraud  practised  on 
him,  qiupre. 

JL  HIS  was  a  suit  by  the  children  of  Joseph  Hopgood  and  Honor 
his  late  wife,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  James  Parkin,  the  sur- 
viving trustee  of  the  settlement  executed  on  the  marriage  of  their 
parents,  and  the  representatives  of  Robert  Govett,  a  deceased  ti-ustee, 
to  make  good  the  loss  sustained  by  the  investment  of  the  trust 
funds  on  a  security  which  had  proved  insufficient. 

By  a  settlement  dated  the  3rd  of  3Iarch,  1842,  and  made  on  the 
marriage  of  Joseph  Hopgood  and  Honor  Davey,  a  sum  of  £10,000 
3  per  Cent  consols  in  possession,  and  a  sum  of  £7218  28.  3d. 
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3  per  Cent.  Reduced  Annuities  in  reversion  expectant  on  the  death       M.  R, 
of  Maria  Davey^  were  settled  on  the  usual  trusts  for  the  husband        1870 
and  wife  and  issue  of  the  marriage.     The  Rev.  James  Parkin  and     iiopgood 
the  Rev.  Bdbert  Oovett  (since  deceased)  were  the  trustees  of  the      p^^^in 

settlement,  and  the  £10,000  consols  were  transferred  into  their       

names. 

In  1855  the  Rev.  Robert  Qoveity  William  Oovett  Bomaine,  and 
the  Rev.  John  Clement  Oovett,  who  were  trustees  of  another  settle- 
ment (for  the  sake  of  distinction  called  the  Oovett  family  settle- 
ment), advanced  £12,000  of  the  trust  money  belonging  to  that 
family  to  one  Henry  Ernest  on  the  security  of  a  mortgage  of  his 
estate  at  Uanon,  in  the  county  of  Carmarthen. 

The  solicitor  for  the  Oovett  trustees  was  Mr.  Charles  Albert  Oovett. 
Mr.  EmesCs  solicitor  was  Mr.  John  Charles  Williams,  a  partner  in 
the  firm  of  Ooodwin,  Williams,  Edwards,  &  Partridge, 

For  the  purpose  of  this  mortgage  the  Llanon  estate  was  valued 
by  Mr.  Petherich,  a  surveyor  recommended  by  Mr.  John  Charles 
Williams.    The  value  placed  on  the  estate  by  him  was  £19,047. 

In  June,  1857,  Mr.  Ernest  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  pay  oflf 
this  mortgage.  On  the  15th  of  July,  1857,  the  mortgage  was 
paid  off,  and  the  estate  reconveyed  to  Ernest.  For  this  purpose  a 
temporary  loan  was  in  the  first  instance  obtained  from  the  Equity 
and  Law  Life  Insurance  Office  ;  and  then,  in  order  to  pay  off  this 
loan,  John  Charles  Williams,  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Ernest,  negotiated 
with  Charles  Albert  Oovett,  who  acted  not  merely  as  solicitor  for 
the  Oovett  trustees,  but  also  as  solicitor  for  the  trustees  of  the 
Sopffood  family,  to  get  an  advance  out  of  the  money  settled  on 
the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hopgood  on  the  security  of  the  estate. 
Maria  Davey  had  then  just  died,  and  £7218  2s.  Sd.  Reduced  3  per 
Cents,  had  fallen  into  possession,  and  become  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement  The  advance  was  agreed  to  by  Charles  Albert  Oovett, 
and  sufiScient  of  both  funds  of  £10,000  consols  and  £7218  2d.  3d. 
Reduced  were  sold  out  on  the  31st  of  July,  1857,  to  produce 
£13,000,  which  was  advanced  on  the  security  of  a  new  mortgage  by 
Ernest  of  the  Llanon  estate,  dated  the  3rd  of  August,  1857.  The 
property  comprised  in  this  mortgage,  however,  was  not  exactly  the 
same  as  that  comprised  in  the  former ;  about  two-thirds  of  the  estate 
included  in  the  mortgage  of  1855  was  retained,  and  other  property 
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M.  R.       equal  in  quantity  and  value  to  the  one-third  omitted  was  added  to 

1870        the  new  mortgage  security.    Mr.  Govett,  the  solicitor,  received  for 

HoFGooD     ^is  services  a  lump  sum  of  £250 ;  he  made  no  new  valuation,  no 

TABEm      ^^^  inquiries.     Having  in  his  possession  the  abstract  of  title 

delivered  on  the  occasion  of  the  mortgage  of  1855,  he  did  not 

require  any  fresh  abstract;  he  never  inquired  whether  there 
existed  any  prior  incumbrances;  and  he  apparently  trusted  entirely 
to  John  Charles  WHliams,  who  shortly  afterwards  became  a 
bankrupt.  The  consequence  was,  that  it  turned  out,  first,  that 
the  property  on  which  the  advance  was  made  was  worth  about 
£16,000  instead  of  £19,000;  and  secondly,  that  there  were  two 
other  mortgages  on  the  estate,  one  dated  the  18th  of  March,  1857, 
for  £4000,  and  interest  at  6  per  cent,  per  annum,  on  the  property 
included  in  the  former  mortgage,  and  another  for  £3500,  and 
interest  at  5  per  cent,  per  annum,  dated  the  1st  of  July,  1857,  on 
another  part  of  the  property. 

A  suit  of  Hopgood  v.  Ernest  was  instituted  to  settle  the  priori- 
ties of  these  mortgages,  which  were  severely  contested.  In  this 
suit,  after  much  litigation,  only  one  of  the  two  last-mentioned 
mortgages  was  ultimately  held  to  be  prior  to  that  of  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  property  was  sold,  and  it  turned  out,  after  taking  the  accounts 
of  what  was  produced  by  the  sale  and  what  was  due  to  the  first 
mortgagee  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  that  a  loss  of 
£6555  68.  3d.,  or  thereabouts,  had  been  sustained  by  reason  of  this 
advance  by  the  trustees,  and  that  nothing  could  be  recovered  from 
Mr.  Henry  Ernest  personally. 
Honor  Hopgood  died  in  1864. 

Mr.  Jessd,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fischer y  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

The  investment  on  the  security  of  the  mortgage  of  1857  was  not 
carried  out  with  ordinary  care.  The  title  was  not  investigated^ 
the  property  was  not  valued ;  there  was  not  even  an  inquiry  made 
whether  the  solicitors  were  aware  of  any  fresh  incumbrances ;  and 
although  WiUiams  might  have  given  a  false  answer  to  such  an 
inquiry,  still  the  latter  might  have  fallen  into  the  hands  of  his 
partners,  who  were  perfectly  honest  men,  and  would  have  given  a 
truthful  answer. 

Though  the  trustees  themselves  are  not  in  any  way  to  blame. 
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yet  they  must  be  answerable  for  a  loss  occasioned  by  the  default       M.  B. 
of  their  solicitors:  Eaves  y.  Hickson  (1).  1870 


April  22.     Lord  Romilly,  M.R. : — 

This  case  involves  to  some  extent  a  question  of  very  consider- 
able importance,  >Yhich^  broadly  stated  and  without  qualification,  is 
shortly  this :  If  trustees  are  defrauded^  and  by  reason  of  the  fraud 
practised  upon  them  lose  part  of  the  trust  estate^  does  the  loss  fall 
upon  them  or  upon  their  ceriuis  que  trust  ?  In  Eaves  v.  Eickson 
I  held  that,  if  a  person  obtained  trust  property  from  trustees  by 
means  of  a  forgery,  the  loss  fell  on  them  and  not  on  the  cestvis  que 
inul.  Here  the  trustees  advanced  trust  money  on  a  property 
SofiScient  to  cover  the  mortgage  if  it  were  the  first  mortgage — ^the 
fact  of  the  existence  of  a  prior  mortgage  was  carefully  concealed 
from  them  :  does  the  loss  fall  on  them  or  on  iheireestuis  que  trust? 
Though,  in  my  opinion,  this  is  the  point  which  lies  at  the  bottom 
of  the  question  to  be  decided  here,  yet  there  are  in  the  present 

(1)  30  Beav.  136.  (3)  Ami).  218. 

(2)  2  Ves.  Sen.  240.  (4)  1  Jao.  &  W.  241,  247. 

(5)  3  My.  &  Cr.  490,  497. 


Mr.  SoutTigaie,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Archibald  Smith,  for  Parkin  and     ^^^^ 
the  executors  of  Robert  Oavett : —  Parkin. 

We  say  that  Govett,  our  solicitor,  exercised  ordinary  care  and 
diligence,  and  took  every  precaution  which  a  person  investing  on 
mortgage  would  ordinarily  take.  If,  notwithstanding  that,  it  turns 
out  that  the  security  is  a  bad  one,  the  loss  must  fall  on  the  cestuis 
que  trust,  not  on  the  innocent  trustee :  Jones  v.  Lewis  (2) ;  Ex  parte 
Bdehier  (3) ;  Massey  v.  Banner  (4) ;  Glough  v.  Bond  (5).  The  case 
of  Eaves  v.  Hickson  was  very  different:  the  question  was  not 
whether  the  trustees  had  taken  proper  care  of  the  trust  property, 
but  whether  they  liad  paid  it  to  the  proper  parties. 

Mr.  W.  W.  Knox,  for  Joseph  Sopgood. 

Mr.  Crackndll,  for  C.  A.  Oovett,  who  had  become  a  trustee  of  the 
settlement  of  the  3rd  of  March,  1842,  and  was  made  a  party  to  the 
suit  in  that  character. 

Mr.  Fischer,  in  reply. 


r. 
Parkin. 
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M.  R.       case  many  qualifying  circumstances  on  both  sides  which  must  be 
1870        considered,  and  which  renders  it  necessary  shortly  to  refer  to  the 
HoPGooD     f^^  which  are  proved  in  this  cause :— [His  Lordship  stated  them, 
as  above.] 

The  question  is,  on  whom  does  this  loss  fall  ?  First,  it  is  material 
to  consider  the  course  pursued  by  the  solicitor  of  the  trustees.  It 
is  true  that  his  conduct  is  not  theirs;  but  he  is  appointed  by  them, 
he  is  their  agent  for  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  trust,  and 
if  he  misconducts  himself  through  ignorance  or  negligence,  or 
wilfully,  he  is  answerable  to  the  trustees,  and  they  cannot,  in  my 
opinion,  throw  any  of  the  loss  thereby  occasioned  on  their  cestuia 
que  trust.  Now  what  is  the  conduct  of  the  solicitor  in  this  case  ? 
It  does  not  involve  one  iota  of  moral  turpitude.  He  aiCted,  I  have 
no  doubt,  as  he  believed,  for  the  best  for  all  parties ;  but  in  so 
acting  he  did  not  display  the  caution  and  vigilance  which  is  to  be 
expected  from  and  is  usually  displayed  by  a  solicitor  for  his  client. 
The  dates  of  the  mortgages  plainly  shew  this.  The  mortgage  of 
the  Uanon  estate  to  the  Govett  trustees  was  on  the  18th  of  October, 
1855.  The  mortgage  to  the  Eopgood  trustees  was  on  the  3rd  of 
August,  1857.  In  the  meantime,  on  one  part  of  the  property 
included  in  the  former  mortgage,  a  mortgage  for  £4000,  with 
6  per  cent,  interest  per  annum,  had  been  effected  by  Ernesty  the 
mortgagor,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  18th  of  March,  1857  ;  and 
on  another  part  of  the  property  a  mortgage  had  been  effected  by 
Ernest,  the  mortgagor,  for  £3500,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  per 
annum.     It  is  true  that  this  latter  mortgage,  thoagh  prior  in  date, 

was  postponed  to  the  Hopgood  trustees'  mortgage,  but  it  was  so 
after  much  expensive  litigation,  the  cost  of  which»  when  added 

to  the  debt,  increases  the  deficiency  of  the  estate. 

Though  both  these  mortgages  had  been  effected  in  the  interval 
between  the  mortgage  to  Oovetfs  trustees  and  that  to  Hopgoois 
trustees,  yet  Mr.  C.  A.  Govett^  the  solicitor,  never  inquired  whether 
any  fresh  incumbrances  had  been  created,  nor  did  he  require 
a  fresh  abstract  to  be  delivered.  Whether  John  Charles  Wittiana 
would,  if  applied  to,  have  disclosed  the  fact  of  there  being  two 
fresh  incumbrances,  or  whether,  if  required  to  furnish  an  abstract 
continued  down  to  August,  1857,  he  would  have  concealed  these 
facts,  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  material  now  to  consider.     If 


VOL.  XL]  EQUITY  CASES.  79 

he  had  done  so,  and  wilfully  and  knowingly  deceived  Mr.  0.  A.       M.  R. 
Qovdi  by  assertion  of  what  was  false,  or  by  the  suppression  of       1870 
what  was  true,  it  might  have  altered  the  character  of  the  case  and     Hopgood 
the  liability  of  the  trustees.   But  the  trustees  are  bound  to  employ     p^Riu^ 

competent  persons,  and  if  they  do  not  the  loss  must  fall  on  them,       

The  reason  which  Mr.  Govett  gives  for  not  asking  for  a  fresh 
abstract  is  singularly  inappropriate :  it  is  that  he  had  already  got  it. 
This  is  true,  but  it  came  down  to  October,  1855.  What  he  wanted 
was  an  abstract  down  to  August,  1857,  or,  if  he  dispensed  with 
that,  he  should  have  required  a  statutoiy  declaration  that  no  fresh 
charge  had  been  created  on  the  property.  All  this  lie  neglects, 
yet  he  takes  a  liquidated  sum  for  costs,  as  if  he  had  gone  regularly 
through  the  investigation  of  the  title  afresh,  in  the  ordinary 
manner.  The  valuation,  also,  is  very  unsatisfactory.  Mr.  Govett, 
for  this  first  mortgage,  employed  Mr.  Petherick  on  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  mortgagor's  solicitor,  and  he  appears  to  me  to 
have  valued  the  property  considerably  above  its  real  value ;  but  this 
is  not  so  material  as  the  omission  to  require  that  an  abstract  should 
be  famished  bringing  the  title  do>vn  to  the  time  of  the  transaction 
in  question,  or,  if  not,  that  proper  evidence  should  be  furnished 
that  no  further  incumbrance  had  been  created  prior  to  the  3rd  of 
August,  1857,  when  the  trustees  were  about  to  advance  the  money. 
If  the  trustees  of  the  Ropgood  family  had  paid  oflf  the  mortgage  to 
Govetfs  trustees,  and  taken  an  assignment  of  it  as  a  subsisting 
mortgage,  it  would  have  been  different ;  but  they  do  nothing  of 
the  sort,  they  only  require  evidence  to  shew  that  the  first  mortgage 
to  Govetfs  trustees  had  been  paid  off;  and  without  anything  to 
shew  that  fresh  incumbrances  had  not  been  created,  and  thus 
without  evidence  and  without  inquiry,  they  advance  the  money  at 
once,  obtaining  only  a  second  mortgage  on  a  property  insufficient 
even  for  a  first  incumbrance  to  that  amount.  I  use  the  expression 
"they  do  this,"  because  it  is  exactly  the  same  if  it  be  done  by  the 
tnistees  themselves  personally  or  by  an  incompetent  or  negligent 
agent.  They  must,  therefore,  bear  the  loss,  and  not  the  ceduis  que 
irmi,  whom  they  were  appointed  to  protect. 

Tlie  consequence  is  that  I  must  make  a  decree  compelling  the 
suniving  trustee,  Mr.  ParJcin,  and  the  executors  of  the  deceased 
trustee,  Robert  Govett^  to  make  good  the  loss  sustained  by  the 
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M.  E.  trust  fund  in  the  circumstances  I  have  above  detailed  of  its  having 
1870  been  advanced  on  an  insufficient  security ;  for  which  purpose  the 
HopoooD  proper  and  necessary  accounts  must  be  taken,  with  Kberty  to  the 
Chief  Clerk  to  adopt  the  accounts  taken  in  the  suit  of  Eopgood  v. 
lamest ;  and  if  the  executors  of  Bobert  Oovett,  the  deceased  trustee, 
do  not  admit  assets  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  there  must  be  the 
usual  account  of  his  estate,  and  the  trustees  must  pay  the  costs  of 
this  suit.  Of  course  I  shall  give  0.  A.  Qovett  no  costs ;  but  I  cannot 
make  him  pay  anything  in  this  suit. 


Pabkxh. 


Nov.  21.  The  above  decision  was  appecded  against;  but  an 
agreement  for  a  compromise  of  the  suit  was  entered  into,  and  on 
this  day  was  sanctioned  by  the  Lords  Justices  on  behalf  of  the 
infant  Plaintiflfe  and  the  representatives  of  the  deceased  trustee. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Cowlhe  &  Wairmright ;  Messrs.  Churchy  Sans, 
&  Clarke ;  Messrs.  Phelps  &  Bennett. 


•  • 


^  jj.  ^^  ^^  SEWELL'S  ESTATE. 

1870         j^{ii — Constrttction — Wasting  Property — Implied  Discretion  for  Conversion — 
DeeTTe,  9.  Discretion  of  Trustees. 

A  testator,  after  a  specific  bequest,  gave  all  his  residuary  estate,  both  real 
and  personal,  to  trustees  (whom  he  also  appointed  executors)  upon  trust,  as 
soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  death,  to  sell  so  much  and  such  part 
thereof  as  they  might  think  necessary  for  paying  all  his  mortgage  and  other 
just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses ;  and  he  directed  the  trustees, 
out  of  the  moneys  to  arise  from  such  sale  and  other  his  residuary  estate,  to 
pay  all  such  sums  of  money  as  might  at  the  time  of  his  decease  be  charged  on 
his  freehold  or  leasehold  estates  by  way  of  mortgage  and  all  other  his  just 
debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  to  invest  so  much  of  the 
moneys  as  might  remain  after  such  payments;  and  to  stand  possessed  of 
such  investments  and  all  other  his  residuary  estate  and  the  income  thereof 
upon  trust  for  several  persons  successively  for  their  respective  lives,  with 
remainders  over.  Fart  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate  consisted  of  a  lease- 
hold, which  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  subject  to  a  mortgage.  Shortly 
after  the  testator's  death,  the  tnistees  paid  off  the  mortgage  out  of  the  testator's 
estate: — 

Eeldf  that,  upon  the  constraction  of  the  will,  the  trustees  had  a  disoretion 
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as  to  what  part  of  the  testator's  estate  should  be  converted ;  that  the  Court        M.  B. 

could  not  interfere  with  such  discretion,  at  all  events  if  a  considerable  time         .q.^ 

had  elapsed  since  it  had  been  exercised ;  and  that  the  tenants  for  life  were         ^^^v^ 

entitled  to  enjoy  the  leaseholds  in  specie.  ^n  re 

Sewell's 


ChABLES  8EWELL,  by  his  will,  dated  the  5th  of  January, 
1847,  made  a  specific  bequest  to  his  wife,  and  then  proceeded  as 
follows :  '*  And  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  mv 
estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoeyer,  I  give,  devise,  and 
bequeath  the  same  unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  sons  Thomas  Hay- 
icood  Seuell  and  John  SeweU  and  my  daughter  Elizabeth  Margaret 
SeweUy  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  accord- 
ing to  the  nature  and  quality  thereof  respectively,  upon  trust 
that  they  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  of  such  survivor  do  and 
shall  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  my  decease  sell  and 
convert  into  money  so  much  and  such  part  thereof  as  in  their 
sole  discretion  they  may  think  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
and  discharging  all  my  mortgage  and  other  just  debts  and  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses.  •  .  •  And  I  declare  that  the  trustees 
or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will  shall,  with  and  out  of 
the  moneys  which  shall  arise  from  such  sale  and  other  my  resi- 
duary estate,  pay  and  discharge  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
attending  such  sale  or  sales,  and  all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as 
may  at  the  time  of  my  decease  be  charged  on  my  freehold  and 
leasehold  estates  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  all  other  my  just  debts 
and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  shall  lay  out  and 
invest  so  much  of  the  moneys,  if  any,  to  arise  from  such  sale  as 
shall  remain  after  such  payments  as  aforesaid,'*  in  manner  therein 
mentioned ;  '^  and  I  declare  that  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  of  this  my  will  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  said  trust 
moneys  so  to  be  laid  out  and  invested  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the 
stocks,  funds,  and  securities  in  or  upon  which  the  same  shall  from 
time  to  time  be  invested,  and  of  all  other  my  residuary  estate,  and 
of  the  annual  produce  thereof  respectively,  upon  trust  that  they 
the  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  do  and  shall  pay  the 
annual  produce  of  the  said  trust  moneys  and  premises  unto  or 
permit  and  suffer 'or  authorize  and  empower  my  said  wife  Margaret 
SevceU  and  her  assigns  to  receive  the  same  for  and  during  the 
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M.  R.       term  of  ber  natural  life,  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my 

1870^       said  wife,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  annual  produce  of  the  said  trust 

j„  yg       moneys  and  premises  unto  my  three  daughters,  Elizabeth  Margaret 

^well's     Sewell,  Ann  Frances  Sewell,  and  Caroline  Gordon  Sewell,  during 

their  joint  lives,  and  to  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them  during 

their  or  her  life ;  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of 
my  said  wife  and  daughters,  upon  trust  that  the  said  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being,  and  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them» 
and  the  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  of  such  survivor  shall 
and  do  stand  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  said  trust  moneys 
and  premises,  and  the  annual  produce  thereof,  in  trust  for  my 
three  sons,  Thomas  Haywood  Sewell,  John  Sewell,  and  Henry  Wtl^ 
liam  Sewell,  and  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns  in  equal  shares." 

The  testator  died  on  the  3rd  of  February,  1851 ;  his  wife  pre- 
deceased him. 

The  residuary  estate  of  the  testator  included  certain  leaseholds, 
which  at  t]]e  time  of  his  death  were  subject  to  a  mortgage.  This 
mortgage  was  paid  off  by  the  trustees  out  of  the  testator's  estate 
in  October,  1851,  and  the  income  of  the  leaseholds  was  afterwards 
paid  to  the  tenants  for  life  under  the  will. 

Kecently  the  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company 
took  part  of  the  leaseholds  for  the  purposes  of  their  undertaking, 
and  paid  the  purchase-money  into  Court.  At  the  time  when  the 
leaseholds  were  so  taken  there  were  seventeen  years  to  run  of  the 
lease  for  which  they  were  held ;  and  the  tenants  for  life  now  pre- 
sented a  Petition  praying  for  payment  to  them  during  their  lives, 
out  of  the  purchase-money,  of  such  an  annuity  as  would  at  the 
expiration  of  the  lease  exhaust  the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase- 
money. 

Mr.  Jtssely  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Martinsau,  for  the  Petitioners,  sub- 
mitted that  the  testator  had  shewn  an  intention  to  exclude  the 
operation  of  the  rule  in  Howe  y.Earl  of  Bartmovih  (1).  The 
testator  directed  his  trustees  to  sell  so  much  of  his  estate  as 
might  in  their  discretion  be  necessary  for  payment  of  the  mortgage 
debts  secured  on  his  freehold  and  leasehold  estates.    Why  was  this  / 

(1)  7  Ves.  137.  ) 
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ilirection  given,  unless  in  order  that  the  leaseholds  might  be        H.  B. 
enjoyed  in  specie  ?  1870 


In  re 

Mr.  Marteny  and  Mr.  ClharUs  Walker^  for  the  remaindermen,     Sewbll's 

contended  that  the  object  of  the  direction  was  only  to  clear  the        ' 

testator's  estate,  j^that  the  rule  in  Howe  v.  Earl  of  Dartmouth  (1) 
vas  not  excladed,  and  consequently  that  the  tenants  for  life  were 
not  entitled  to  enjoy  the  leaseholds  in  specie. 

[They  referred  to  Morgan  v.  Morgan  (2),  Sutherland  v.  Coolce  (3), 
and  Be  Llewellyns  Trust  (4).] 

Mr.  Speedy  for  the  railway  company. 
Mr.  Martineau,  in  reply. 


Dec  9.    Lord  Romilly,  MK.  : — 

This  is  a  case  upon  the  construction  of  a  will ;  and  the  question 
is,  whether  the  rule  in  Howe  v.  Earl  of  Dartmouth  does  or  does 
not  apply. 

The  testator  gives  certain  chattels  to  his  wife,  and  then  pro- 
ceeds: ''  And  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  estate 
and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
the  same  unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  sons  Thomas  Haywood  SeweU 
and  John  Sewdl  and  my  daughter  Elizabeth  Margaret  SeweU^  their 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  according  to  the 
nature  and  quality  thereof  respectively  " — that  obviously  includes 
everything — "  upon  trust  that  they  and  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  them,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  of 
such  survivor  do  and  shall  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after 
my  decease  sell  and  convert  into  money  so  much  and  such  part 
thereof  as  in  their  sole  discretion  they  may  think  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  and  discharging  all  my  mortgage  and  other  just 
debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses." 

Now  it  is  to  be  observed  that  this  is  not  a  trust  to  sell  the  whole 
estate  of  the  testator,  nor  is  it  a  trust  to  sell  so  much  as  would  be 

(1)  7  Ves.  137.  (3)  1  Coll.  498. 

(2)  14  Beav.  72.  (4)  29  Beav.  171. 
Vol.  XL.                                        H  2 
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H.  B.       sufficient  to  pay  the  debts,  but  it  is  a  trust  to  sell  sucb  parts,  and 
1870       so  mucli  as  should  be  necessary,  in  the  sole  discretion  of  th& 
jn  re       trustees.    The  words  to  that  efiFect  are  very  distinct.    Assuming 
^2J|^®     that,  on  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  trustees  in  their  discretion 
—       thought  fit  to  sell  all  the  leaseholds,  and  not  one  of  the  freeholds, 
could  any  one  of  the  persons  interested  prevent  it,  and  say  that  the 
Court  ought  to  interfere,  though  the  testator  gave  thera  sole  and 
absolute  discretion  ?    Would  any  one  have  the  power  to  say  that 
all  must  be  sold,  both  freeholds  and  leaseholds,  or  that  equal  pro- 
portions of  each  must  be  sold  ?    I  think  it  is  clear  they  would 
not.    Take  the  converse  of  that  case.    The  three  executors,  the 
two  sons  and  the  daughter,  in  their  discretion  determine  to  sell 
the  freeholds,  and  not  to  sell  the  leaseholds.    Could  this  Court 
interfere?    Do  not  the  words  give  an  express  and  absolute  dis- 
cretion as  to  what  they  might  think  fit  to  do ;  and  might  not 
that  discretion  be  regulated  by  various  circumstances  relating  to 
the  state  of  the  family;   and  woxdd  this  Court  thereupon  say, 
"We  will  interfere  and  say  you  shall  not  do  what  you  think  right, 
but  we  will  do  it  for  you?"    I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  case 
which  comes  to  that.     No  doubt,  if  they  refuse  to  exercise  their 
•  discretion,  it  is  settled  by  many  cases  that,  if  the  matter  comes  into 

this  Court,  the  Court  will  sell  the  whole  and  divide  it  equally,  but 
I  do  not  think  this  Court  has  interfered  with  the  discretion  of  the 
trustees  when  they  have  chosen  to  exercise  it 

Now  not  only  have  they  chosen  to  exercise  it,  but  they  have 
actually  exercised  it,  and  have  done  what  they  thought  fit  in  this 
matter.  The  testator  died  in  1851,  so  that  nearly  twenty  years 
have  elapsed  since  his  death,  and  since  this  exercise  of  discretion 
has  been  carried  into  execution,  and  no  step  taken  in  consequence 
of  it.  It  is  a  very  serious  thing  to  disturb  what  has  been  done 
under  the  discretion  of  trustees  after  a  long  period  of  time. 

Then  I  am  struck  also  with  this :  What  are  they  to  do  with  the 
money  arising  from  the  sale  ?  They  are  to  pay  off  the  mortgages. 
Some  of  the  mortgages  are  mortgages  of  the  leaseholds  and  some 
of  them  of  the  freeholda  Are  they  or  not  to  be  treated  differently  ? 
It  was  suggested  to  me  in  argument  by  Mr.  Marten,  that  to  pay  off 
the  mortgages  merely  meant,  you  are  to  sell  the  leaseholds  free 
from  incumbrances,  dischaiged  from  the  mortgages.    I  do  not 
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think  that  is  so.  That  would  be  putting  a  very  strained  meaning  M.  R. 
upon  the  words,  because  this  occurs — "  And  I  declare  that  the  1870 
trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will  shall,  with  /„  ^^ 
and  out  of  the  moneys  which  shall  arise  from  such  sale  and  other  ^emSSl 
my  residuary  estate,  pay  and  discharge  all  costs,  charges,  and  — 
expenses  attending  such  sale  or  sales,  and  all  such  sum  and  sums 
of  money  as  may  at  the  time  of  my  decease  be  charged  on  my 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  all  other 
my  just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  shall 
lay  out  and  invest  so  much  of  the  moneys  (if  any)  to  arise  from 
such  sale  as  shall  remain,  after  such  payments  as  aforesaid,"  upon 
certain  trusts.  He  declares  that  the  trustees  are  out  of  the  produce 
of  the  sale  to  pay  off  the  mortgages  upon  the  freehold  and  lease- 
hold estates.  I  cannot  treat  them  differently :  the  mortgages  are 
alike  to  be  paid  off,  and  to  be  paid  off  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale.  That  does  not  mean  that  his  property  itself,  which  is 
charged  with  a  mortgage,  is  to  contribute  and  form  part  of  that 
produce.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  there  is  sufiBcient  in  this 
will,  and  from  the  various  circumstances  which  exist,  to  say  that 
the  discretion  of  the  trustees  is  left  entirely  with  them,  and  that 
they  have  exercised  it  in  a  particular  way.  That  which  they  have 
done  nineteen  years  ago  has  not  been  interfered  with  in  the 
slightest  degree^  and  it  is  too  late  now  to  come  and  say,  '*  That  was 
an  improper  exercise  of  your  discretion,  and  you  ought  to  have 
exercised  it  differently."  I  think,  therefore,  that  these  ladies  are 
entitled  to  the  property,  that  is  the  leaseholds,  in  specie. , 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Walker  &  Martineau ;  Messrs.  Eoughton  (& 
Wragg ;  Messrs.  Brooks  &  Co. ;  Messrs.  Hayes,  Twisden,  &  Co, 
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:t.R.      In  re  CONSTANTINOPLE  AND  ALEXANDEIA   HOTEL 
3870  COMPANY. 

^^^^^'  KEIDPATH'S  CASE. 

Company — Winding-up — Contributory — Notice  (^Allotment — Posting  Letter, 

Mere  posting  of  a  letter  of  allotment  of  shares  in  a  company  to  an  appli- 
cant at  the  proper  address  is  not  such  a  communication  of  the  allotment  as  to 
bind  the  applicant. 

On  the  23rd  of  October,  1863,  TJiomas  Beidpath  applied  in 
writing  for  thirty  shares  of  £20  each  in  the  Constantinople  and 
Alexandria  Hotel  Company,  Limited,  and  he  gave  as  his  address, 
7,  Stamford  Grove  East,  Upper  Clapton.  On  the  21st  of  December, 
1863,  thirty  shares  were  allotted  to  him.  It  was  proved  that  on 
the  same  day  letters  of  allotment  to  the  applicants  on  a  eertetin 
list  (including  a  letter  of  allotment  to  Beidpath)  were  posted  to 
the  proper  addresses. 

No  deposit  was  required  to  be  paid  on  application  for  shares  in 
the  company,  but  a  call  of  £1  per  share  became  payable  on  allot- 
ment. This  call,  however,  was  not  paid  by  Beidpath  and  other 
allottees.  There  was  some  evidence  that  letters  requiring  payment 
of  the  call  from  the  defaulting  allottees  were  posted  to  the  proper 
addresses  on  the  4th  of  January,  1864 ;  and  it  was  strictly  proved 
that  letters  from  the  solicitors  of  the  company  to  the  allottees  on 
a  certain  list  (including  a  letter  to  Beidpath),  requiring  immediate 
payment  of  the  call,  and  of  a  further  sum  of  6s.  8d.  (the  costs  of 
the  application),  and  threatening  legal  proceedings  in  default  of 
payment,  were  posted  to  the  proper  addresses  on  the  25th  of  July, 
1864. 

No  call  other  than  that  payable  on  allotment  was  ever  made. 

The  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  in  1865.  Beidpath 
was  placed  on  the  list  of  contributories,  but  by  some  mistake  under 
the  name  of  John  instead  of  Thomas,  although  the  name  was 
correct  in  the  register  of  shareholders ;  and  the  mistake  was  not 
discovered  until  it  became  necessary  to  issue  a  balance-order. 
Immediately  on  the  discovery  of  the  error  the  liquidator  took  out 
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a  summons  for  the  purpose  of  settling  Thomas  Beidpath  on  the       M.  B. 
list  of  contributorieSy  and  this  application  was  adjourned  into        1870 

Court  Keith's 

Beidpath,  who  was  a  stockbroker,  by  his  affidavit  admitted  ^^• 
that  he  sent  in  the  application  for  shares,  and  that  he  continued  to 
reside  at  the  address  therein  given  down  to  March,  1866 ;  but  he 
denied  that  he  ever  received  any  letter  of  allotment  or  any 
application  of  any  kind  in  respect  of  the  call  payable  on  allot- 
ment, or  letter  or  notice  of  any  kind  from  the  company  or  the 
secretary  thereof,  or  any  person  connected  therewith. 

Mr.  Boxburffhy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  the  official  liquidator : — 

We  prove  all  that  is  necessary  to  constitute  an  agreement  to 
take  shares,  viz.,  an  application,  an  allotment,  and  the  posting  of 
a  letter  of  allotment  to  the  proper  address.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  that  the  letter  actually  reached  Beidjxith,  for  in  these  cases 
the  post-office  must  be  taken  to  be  the  agent  of  the  applicants  for 
shares  to  receive  on  their  behalf  notice  of  allotment :  Burdop  v. 
Biggins  (1) ;  Duncan  v.  Topham  (2).  At  all  events,  we  say  that 
the  balance  of  probability  is  in  favour  of  the  presumption  that  one 
out  of  three  letters  sent  to  Beidpath  at  the  proper  address  was 
delivered  to  him ;  and  in  Ebbetts'  Case  (3),  Lord  Justice  Oiffard, 
on  the  same  evidence  as  we  have  in  this  case,  came  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  applicant  had  received  notice  of  allotment. 

Mr.  Southgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  /.  H.  Warnety  for  Beidpath : — 

It  is  necessary  to  prove  that  the  allotment  was  communicated 
to  the  applicant :  Crunn's  Case  (4) ;  Bdbinson*s  Case  (5).  That  has 
not  been  done.  The  cases  cited  do  not  prove  that  mere  posting 
of  a  letter  is  equivalent  to  notice.  Burdop  v.  Biggins  merely 
decides  that  where  an  offer  is  accepted  by  letter,  and  that  letter 
is  delivered,  the  acceptance  dates  from  the  posting  of  the  letter ; 
but  it  does  not  decide  that  there  would  have  been  a  contract  be- 
tween the  parties  if  the  letter  had  never  been  delivered.  Dun- 
can V.  Topham  was  decided  on  other  grounds.    In  Ebbeits'  Case 

(1)  1  H.  L.  C.  381.  (3)  Law  Kep.  5  Cb.  302. 

(2)  8  C.  B.  225.  (4)  Ibid.  3  Ch.  40. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  330. 
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H.B.      the  Lord  Justice  evidently  disbelieved  the  evidence  of  EbbetUf 

1870       and  he  had  good  grounds  for  so  doing,  bnt  no  such  grounds  exist 

RsTDPATu'tf  here.    If  the  theory  that  posting  a  notice  is  sufficient  communica- 

^^"'       tion  be  correct,  why  were  sects.  62  and  63  introduced  into  the 

Companies  Ad,  1862  ? 

Mr,  BooAwffh,  in  reply. 


Dec.  5.    Lord  Romilly,  M.R.  : — 

I  do  not  think  in  this  case  that  there  is  sufficient  proof  that  the 
acceptance  was  communicated  to  Mr.  Beidpath.  Evidence  of  the 
letter  being  posted  is  not  enough  to  fix  him.  No  notice  whatever 
is  taken  by  him,  and  nothing  is  done  upon  the  subject  for  several 
years.  I  think  this  case  is  quite  distinct  from  the  case  in  the 
same  company,  which  went  before  the  Lord  Justice  CHffard,  who 
affirmed  my  judgment  in  the  matter.  In  that  case  it  was  obvious 
that  the  party  never  thought  of  raising  the  question  in  the  Court 
below,  and  did  not  raise  it  till  he  got  into  the  higher  Court  Am 
I  to  lay  down  a  positive  rule  that  eveiy  letter  that  is  sent  by 
post  is  delivered,  and  that  every  person  must  be  held  responsible, 
whether  it  is  or  is  not  delivered  ?  There  may  be  many  accidents 
to  prevent  its  being  delivered.  In  this  case  we  know  that  the 
word  "  Thomas*'  has,  by  mistake,  been  turned  into  ^JohnJ'  and  if 
by  any  accident  a  letter  was  not  delivered  at  the  time,  then  am  I  to 
hold  that  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed  is  bound  by  all  the 
consequences,  just  as  if  he  had  received  the  letter  and  had  assented 
to  it.  I  cannot  say  that  I  find  any  case  which  lays  down  such  a 
rule ;  and  I  think  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  clauses  in  this  Act 
of  Parliament^  where  the  Legislature  has  enacted  in  certain  cases 
that  a  letter  put  into  the  post  shall  be  sufficient  notice.  I  do  not 
think  anything  else  arises  in  the  case,  but  simply  the  question 
whether  the  letter  came  to  the  hands  of  this  gentleman  or  not. 
How  am  I  to  determine  that  question  ?  It  is  sworn  positively  by 
him  that  none  of  the  letters  ever  came  to  him ;  as  to  one  letter,  I 
do  not  think  there  is  sufficient  prool^  but  of  two  letters  there  is 
distinct  proof  of  their  having  been  put  into  the  post.    I  am  not 
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sure  that  they  were  delivered.    I  am  not  snre  that  they  were      M.B. 

correctly  directed  in  fact^  but  I  see  no  reason  for  imputing  perjury       1870 

to  this  gentleman  when  he  says  positively  he  never  received  the   ejidpath's 

letters.    With  respect  to  the  letter  in  which  the  solicitor  calls       ^^ 

upon  him  to  pay,  and  says,  '*  If  you  do  not  pay  the  amount,  together 

with  68.  8^.  for  our  charges,  within  four  days  you  shall  have  an 

action  brought  against  you,"  I  think  if  he  had  received  it  he 

would  have  taken  some  notice  of  that  letter ;  yet  if  he  did  receive 

i^  he  took  no  notice  of  it,  and  when  the  winding-up  takes  place  he 

treats  it  as  a  matter  in  which  he  has  no  species  of  concern.    The 

winding-up  order  is  made  in  1865,  and  it  is  not  till  1870  that  he  is 

called  upon  to  pay  any  calls.    In  the  meantime  he  acts  as  if  he 

knew  nothing  about  it.     I  do  not  think  that  the  time  alone  would 

seriously  affect  the  case,  but  his  making  no  inquiry,  and  saying  and 

doing  nothing,  is  strong  evidence  to  shew  that  he  considered  he  had 

no  interest  in  the  concern,  and  that  he  had  never  received  the 

letters.     The  real  question  is,  on  whom  does  the  burden  of  proof 

lie?    It  is  admitted  that  there  are  three  things  which  constitute 

tibe  contract,  the  application  for  shares,  the  allotment  of  the  shares, 

and  the  notice  of  the  allotment.    The  two  first  it  is  not  necessary 

to  consider  in  this  case ;  but  who  ought  to  prove  the  notice  of  the 

allotment  ?    I  apprehend  the  company  ought  to  prove  that.    Does 

the  fact  of  putting  the  notice  in  the  post-ofSce  sufSciently  prove 

it?    I  find  no  case  which  has  laid  down  that  rule,  and  the  cases 

referred  to  do  not  amount  to  it.     I  do  not  think  I  should  be  at 

liberty  so  to  hold  in  opposition  to  the  distinct  and  positive  oath  of 

the  Bespondent,  who  says  he  never  received  the  letters.    In  this 

state  of  circumstances  I  cannot  fix  him  a£r  a  contributory. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Bauth  dt  Stacey ;  Messrs.  Fanner  dt  Bobins^ 
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Dee.  7. 


M.  R.  CANNON  V.  JOHNSON. 

^^^^  Practice— Partition  Suit— Costs. 

The  costs  of  a  partition  suit  up  to  the  hearing,  as  well  as  the  suhseqneni 
costs,  should,  in  the  ahsence  of  special  circumstances,  be  borne  by  the  seTeral 
parties  in  proportion  to  their  interests,  as  declared  by  the  decree. 

1  HIS  was  a  partition  suit,  by  the  decree  in  which  the  Plaintiff 
was  declared  to  be  entitled  to  one-fifth  and  the  Defendants  to  four- 
fifths  of  certain  property. 

The  case  now  came  before  the  Court  on  further  consideration  ; 
and  the  question  was,  how  the  costs  were  to  be  apportioned. 

Mr.  Jessel,  Q.G.,  and  Mt.AE.  MUler^  for  the  Plain tifi^,  contended 
that,  since  the  Partition  Ad,  1868  (31  &  32  Vict.  c.  40),  s.  10,  by 
which  the  costs  were  to  be  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  the  old 
practice  was  no  longer  subsisting,  and  that  the  costs  up  to  the 
hearing,  as  well  as  the  subsequent  costs,  should  be  borne  by  the 
parties  in  proportion  to  their  respective  interests. 

Mr.  Davey,  for  the  Defendants,  contended  that  the  old  practice, 
as  laid  down  in  Agar  v.  Fairfax  (1),  «till  prevailed,  and  that  each 
party  should  bear  his  own  costs  up  to  the  hearing. 

Lord  Romilly,  M.R. : — 

I  am  satisfied  that,  according  to  the  practice  which  I  have  fol- 
lowed on  several  previous  occasions,  the  entire  costs  of  a  partition 
suit  should  be  borne  by  the  parties  in  proportion  to  their  interests, 
as  declared  by  the  decree,  except  where  there  are  any  special  ci]> 
cumstances  arising  from  the  conduct  of  any  of  the  parties  which 
may  lead  the  Court  to  apportion  the  costs  otherwise. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  must  pay  one-fifth  and  the  Defendants 
four-fifths  of  the  entire  costs  of  the  suit. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Duncan  db  Murton. 

Solicitors    for  the    Defendants:    Messrs.   Paterson,   Snotv,   d: 

Bumej/, 

(1)  17  Ves.  533. 
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Nov.  5. 


HOLLAND  V.  WOOD.  v.^8. 

1870 

.     Wm  and  CodicO--"  Children  or  Legal  Issue  "— "  Or  "  and  "  and."" 

Testator  devised  lands  to  his  daughter  A.  in  fee,  and  by  codicil  he  ordered 
that  the  lands  given  hj  his  will  to  A,  should  he  not  so  given,  but  to  all  the 
children  or  legal  issue  of  A,,  to  be  divided  amongst  them  in  equal  shares, 
after  the  decease  of  his  daughter  A.  and  her  husband.  She  had  ten  children, 
one  of  whom  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  three,  who  survived 
him,  died  in  her  lifetime : — 

Eeldy  that  the  children  of  ^.,  who  were  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
and  those  who  were  bom  afterwards,  took  vested  interests  in  fee,  to  the 
exclusion  of  grandchildren  and  great-grandchildren. 

George  ward,  who  died  in  January,  1811,  by  will,  dated 
the  8th  of  August,  1808,  devised  his  lands  at  Bratoft,  and  other 
places,  to  the  use  of  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  he 
dcTised  one  part  of  these  lands  unto  and  to  the  use  of  his  daughter 
Ann,  the  wife  of  WiUiam  Wed,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
and  the  other  part  unto  and  to  the  use  of  his  daughter,  Elizabeth 
Ward,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

By  a  codicil,  made  on  the  19th  of  August,  1808,  the  testator 
said,  "  I  order  that  all  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments, as  given  by  me  in  my  last  will  and  testament  to  my 
daughter  Ann,  the  wife  of  WiUiam  Wed,  and  to  her  and  her  heirs 
or  assigns  for  ever,  be  not  so  given,  but  to  all  the  children  or  legal 
issue  of  my  said  daughter  Ann,  the  wife  of  WiUiam  West  afore- 
said, to  be  divided  between  and  amongst  them  in  equal  and  pro- 
portional shares  after  the  decease  of  the  said  WiUiam  and  Ann 
Wed,  And  also  I  order  that  all  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments  as  given  by  me  in  my  last  will  and  testament 
to  my  daughter  ElizcAeih  Ward,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  be 
not  so  given,  but  to  her  legal  issue,  to  be  divided  between  and 
amongst  them  in  equal  and  proportional  shares,  &c.,  &c. ;  but  pro- 
vided the  said  EUzaieth  Ward  happens  to  die  without  leaving  any 
legal  issue,  in  that  case  my  will  is,  and  I  hereby  direct  that  the 
above-mentioned  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 
be  divided  in  equal  and  proportional  shares  amongst  the  children 
and  legal  issue  of  my  said  daughter  Ann,  the  wife  of  WiUiam  Wed 
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V.-O.  S,     aforesaid."    WiUiam  Wed  died  in  1819.    The  widow  of  the  testator 

1870       died  in  1830.    Ann  Wed  died  on  the  7th  of  March,  1867.     She 

Holland    had  by  her  husband  William  Wed  ten  children,  one  of  whom  died 

Wood.      ^^  ^^^  lifetime  of  the  testator,  an  infant  and  unmarried,  and  three 

—       children,  who  survived  the  testator,  died  in  the  lifetime  of  their 

mother.    Two  of  these  three  children  died  infants  and  immarried, 

and  the  other  child  (Eleanor  Whddale)  married  and  died,  leaving 

three  children,  two  of  whom  had  died  since  their  father  and 

mother,  infants  without  issue,  leaving  the  survivor  their  heiress- 

at-law. 

The  remaining  six  children  of  Ann  Wed  married  and  had 
children,  and  some  of  them  grandchildren,  and  all  were  made 
Defendants  to  this  suit,  as  they  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  shares  in 
the  lands  so  devised  to  the  children  or  legal  issue  of  Ann  West. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  devisee  in  trust  of  Frederiek  Oooke, 
who  died  in  1867,  and  who  had  become  the  purchaser  of  certain  of 
the  shares,  or  presumptive  shares,  of  some  of  the  children,  and  he 
prayed  for  a  declaration  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  a  partition 
made  of  the  lands,  or  that  they  might  be  sold  under  the  direction 
of  the  Court,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  might  be  divided 
amongst  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  parties  interested  therein, 
according  to  their  respective  rights. 

Mr.  Charles  EdU,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Plaintiff : — 

This  case  is  not  governed  by  any  precise  authority.  The  devise 
by  the  codicil  is  in  favour  of  the  children  of  Ann  Wed,  and  the 
grandchildren  and  great-grandchildren  are  excluded.  The  testator 
meant  in  using  the  words  **  children  or  legal  issue,"  lawful  children 
of  his  daughter,  and  he  did  not  intend  to  enlarge  the  class  so  as  to 
include  all  the  descendants  of  his  daughter.  There  are  no  words 
which  import  a  contingency,  but  upon  the  death  of  the  testator  the 
children  of  his  daughter  who  survived  him  took  vested  interests, 
though  the  period  of  distribution  amongst  or  enjoyment  by  them 
was  postponed  till  after  the  death  of  his  daughter  and  her  husband. 

Mr.  Diekinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  ShMearey  for  some  Defendants, 
and  Mr.  CateSy  for  another  Defendant^  who  took  the  same  view  as 
the  Plaintiff. 
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Mr.  Lainff,  for  Oeorge,  the  eldest  son  of  Ann  Wed : —  Y.-O.  a 

The  testator,  by  his  codicil,  created  an  estate  tail.  He  did  not  ^^^ 
reroke  the  devise  by  his  will  to  Ann  West,  but  he  ordered  that  the  Houland 
lands  which  he  had  given  by  his  will  to  her  and  her  heirs  should  Wood. 
"  be  not  so  given,  but  to  all  her  children  or  legal  issue."  Prima 
facie,  ** issue*'  is  a  word  of  limitation:  Taie  v.  Clarke  (1);  Doe 
v.  BueasHe  (2) ;  and  in  the  more  modern  authorities  the  word 
has  been  construed  as  meaning  "heirs  of  the  body:"  Baddy 
V.  Fitzgerald  (3) ;  Kavanagh  v.  Morland  (4) ;  and  should  it  be  con- 
tended that  the  use  of  the  word  '^  children  "  creates  a  distinction, 
the  answer  would  be  that  the  testator  in  Boddy  v.  Fitzgerald  used 
the  word  "  child,"  and  that  notwithstanding  the  House  of  Lords 
decided  that  the  first  devisee  took  an  estate  tail.  Unless  the 
testator  has  given  a  different  meaning  to  it,  the  Court  must  give 
force  to  the  word  "  issue."  Jesson  v.  Wright  (5),  where  the  word 
^chQd"  was  used  by  the  testator,  was  a  similar  case  to  this, 
and  there  it  was  held  that  an  estate  tail  was  created.  William 
Wed  took  no  estate  for  life,  except  by  implication,  and  there  is  no 
necessity  for  holding  that  he  took  one  by  implication :  Drew  v. 
EiBicTc  (6) ;  Aspinall  v.  Petvin  (7) ;  Bex  v.  Inhalitanta  of  Bing- 
Btead  (8) ;  Stevem  v.  Sale  (9) ;  EawJcins  on  Wills  (10)  ;  Jarman 
on  Wills  (11).  For  as  Ann  West  took  an  estate  of  inheritance  in 
fee  or  in  tail,  so  William  West  would,  if  he  had  survived  her,  have 
taken  an  estate  as  tenant  by  the  courtesy.  In  the  case  of  Mizdbeth 
Ward,  the  devise  was  to  her  legal  issue,  with  a  gift  over  in  case  she 
should  die  without  any  legal  issue  in  favour  of  **  the  children  and," 
not  '*or,"  legal  issue  of  Ann  West;  and  as  to  that  devise,  Boddy  v. 
Fitzgerald  is  precisely  in  point,  and  Levns  v.  Puxley  (12)  supports 
the  contention  that  both  daughters  took  estates  tail.  The  testator, 
by  his  codicil,  modified  the  estates  in  fee  given  by  his  wilL  There 
was  no  gift  of  the  fee  to  the  children  of  Ann  West.  If  they  take 
estates  at  all  they  will  be  for  life  only:  Doe  v.  Thomson  (13) ;  Doe 

(1)  1  Beav.  100.  (7)  1  S.  &  S.  544. 

(2)  8  0.  B.  876.  (8)  9  B.  &  C.  218. 

(3)  6  H.  L.  C.  823.  (9)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  22. 

(4)  Kay,  16.  (10)  Page  178. 

(5)  2  Bli  1.  (11)  3rd  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  497. 

(6)  1  De  G.  &  Sm.  266.  (12)  16  M.  &  W.  783. 

(13)  12  Moo.  P.  C.  116. 
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y.-O.  S.     Y.  Bucadle  (1);  and  after  their  deaths  the  fee  will  belong  to  the 

1870       eldest  son  of  Ann  West.    But,  in  fact,  there  is  nothing  to  take  this 

Holland     case  out  of  Boddy  v.  Fitzgerald  (2)  and  JDoe  y.  Bucadle.    The  only 

Wood.      difference  between  those  cases  and  this  is,  that  the  words  "  children 

or  legal  issue  "  are  used  instead  of  "  legal  issue  "  only ;  but  it  may  be 

said  that  these  words  include  **  children  "  and  a  larger  class  than 

children ;  and  if  it  should  be  decided  that  the  mere  use  of  the 

word  "  children  "  makes  a  difference,  great  uncertainty  will  preTail 

and  litigation  be  produced. 

[Wood  V.  Baron  (3)  was  also  cited.] 

Mr.  A,  Thomson,  for  Defendants,  including  grandchildren  and 
great-grandchildren  of  Ann  West : — 

I  oppose  the  contention  urged  on  behalf  of  the  children  and  the 
eldest  son. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  : — I  will  not  trouble  you  to  argue  that 
there  is  not  an  estate  tail.] 

It  will  be  easy  to  shew,  both  upon  principle  and  the  authority 
of  decided  cases,  that  the  children  who  survived  the  testator, 
and  the  descendants  of  them,  who  came  into  existence  between 
his  death  and  that  of  Ann  West,  in  1867,  are  entitled  to  shares 
in  this  estate.  What  the  testator .  intended  is  clear,  and  though 
he,  in  the  codicil,  used  the  word  "  or,"  he  meant  **  and,"  and  so 
it  ought  to  be  read  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  his  intention 
into  effect.  The  cases  of  Biehardson  t.  Spraag  (4),  Eceard  v. 
Brooke  (5),  Eorridge  v.  Ferguson  (6),  and  Mavde  v.  MoMde  (7), 
distinctly  establish  that  under  a  gift,  as  in  this  case,  if  at  the  time 
when  the  class  is  to  be  ascertained  there  are  grandchildren  and 
great-grandchildren  living,  they  aU  take  per  capita;  and  those 
cases  follow  the  decisions  in  Davenport  v.  Sanhury  (8)  and  Leigh  v. 
Norhury  (9),  where  it  was  held  that  the  word  "  issue,"  unconfined 
by  any  indication  of  intention,  includes  all  descendants,  and  that 
they  take  per  capita.    The  intention  of  the  testator  was,  that  his 

(1)  8  0.  B.  876.  (6)  2  Cox,  213. 

(2)  6  H.  L.  C.  823.  (6)  Jac.  583. 

(3)  1  East.  259.  (7)  22  Beav.  290. 

(4)  1  P.  Wma.  434.  (8)  3  Ves.  257. 

(9)  13  Ves.  340. 
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daughter,  Ann  Weriy  should  take  an  estate  for  life,  and  that  her  V.-C.  S. 
children  and  all  their  issue  should,  in  equal  and  proportional        1370 

shares,  take  the  fee ;  and  such  a  construction  would  be  in  accord-  Holland 

ance  with  the  decision  in  the  recent  case  of  In  re  Harrison's  wood. 

Estate  (1),  which  governs  this  case.  

Mr.  Oreene,  Q.C.,  and  Mr,  ViUiers,  for  other  Defendants  in  the 
same  interest : — 

The  proper  construction  of  such  a  will  and  codicil  as  in  this  case 
would  be  that  which  would  include  the  largest  class — to  give 
shares  of  the  estate  to  all  the  descendants  of  Ann  West  who  came 
into  existence  before  the  date  of  her  death — the  period  of  distri- 
bution. There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  testator  used  the  word 
"or"  in  the  codicil  by  mistake  for  "and;"  and  to  construe  the 
gift  as  one  to  Ann  Wesfs  children  and  legal  issue  would  be  to  give 
full  application  to  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Baron  (2),  and  a  substantial 
benefit  to  all  her  descendants.  Any  other  construction  would  not 
comply  with  the  testator's  intention. 

Mr.  Nalder,  for  the  surviving  child  of  Eleanor  Wheldaley  sub- 
mitted that  the  words  ^  children  or  legal  issue "  ought  not  to  be 
extended  beyond  the  immediate  issue  of  Ann  West's  children  who 
died  in  her  lifetime,  and  that  this  surviving  child  took  by  substitu- 
tion the  share  which  her  parent  would  have  taken :  Pearson  v. 
Stephen  (3) ;  Shatter  v.  Oroves  (4) ;  Oirdlestone  v.  Doe  (5) ;  and  In 
re  Porter^s  Trust  (6). 

Sm  John  Stuart,  V.C: — 

No  case  has  been  cited  which  governs  the  present. 

I  have  no  difficulty  in  understanding  the  language  which  this 
testator  has  used.  By  his  will  he  devised  lands  in  fee  to  his 
daughter  Ann^  the  wife  of  William  West,  and  by  his  codicil  he,  in 
plain  language,  altered  that  gift.  By  the  codicil  he  devised  nothing 
expressly  to  his  daughter  and  her  husband.  It  is  immaterial  to 
consider  whether  they  took  estates  for  their  lives  by  implication ; 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  408.  (4)  6  Hare,  162. 

(2)  1  East  259.  (5)  2  Sim.  226. 

(3)  6  BU.  (N.S.)  204.  (6)  4  K.  &  J.  188. 
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Y.-0.  s.     but,  in  my  opinion,  they  were  entitled  to  life  estates.    The  testator, 

1870       by  his  codicil,  ordered  that  all  the  lands  should  not  be  so  giyen 

HoLLAHB    as  by  the  will,  but  to  all  the  children  or  legal  issue  of  his  daughter 

•^^j^^      Ann,  to  be  divided  amongst  them  equally  after  the  deaths  of 

herself  and  her  husband. 

It  was  contended  that  the  word  "  or "  should  be  read  "  and  f 
but  in  all  the  cases  where  the  Court  has  so  read  the  word  it  was 
plain  from  the  context  that  the  wrong  word  had  been  used.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  context  here  to  shew  that  ^  or  "  is  the  wrong 
word.    The  words  '^  children  or  legal  issue  "  mean  that  where  there 
are  children  they  are  to  take  the  lands,  and  that  where  there  aie 
not  children  who  can  take  the  issue  are  to  take,  and  that  construc- 
tion gives  a  plain,  sensible  meaniug  to  the  language  of  the  testator. 
The  enjoyment  of  the  gift  is  postponed ;  they  were  not  to  have 
their  shares  till  after  the  death  of  their  mother  and  her  husband. 
The  postponement  of  enjoyment  imports  no  contingency.     If  the 
view  adopted  in  the  case  of  AspinaUr,  Pdvin  (1)  should  be  allowed 
to  prevail  here,  it  might  be  considered  that  there  was  an  intestacy. 
But  that  question  is  now  unimportant^  for  all  that  I  have  to  do  is 
to  consider  what  are  the  rights  of  the  '' children  or  legal  issue,"  and 
I  feel  bound  to  declare  that  the  word  "  children,"  which  is  plain 
and  intelligible,  means  the  children  of  Ann  Wed  only ;  and  neces- 
sarily, according  to  the  established  rules  of  construction,  includes 
all  those  who  answer  that  description  and  who  came  into  esse 
before  the  period  of  enjoyment.     Mr.  Lainff,  in  an  ingenious 
argument^  and  by  reference  to  authorities,  endeavoured  to  shew 
that  Ann  West  took  by  the  codicil  and  will  combined  an  estate 
tail,  on  the  ground  that  the  word  '^  issue  "  is  one  of  limitation.   He 
would  not  say  that  *'  children "  is  a  word  of  limitation,  but  that 
was  involved  in  his  argument.    The  words  used  by  the  testator 
must  be  construed  in  accordance  with  the  context,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  word  ''  children "  must  be  construed  as 
one  of  limitation.    Declare  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  will  aud  codicil,  the  children  of  Ann  West,  who  were  living 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  those  who  were  bom  afterwards, 
took  vested  interests  in  the  lands  in  fee ;  and  having  regard  to 
that  declaration,  there  must  be  inquiries  to  ascertain  the  number  of 

(1)  1  S.  &  S.  544. 
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cmldren  bom  during  her  life,  and  who  are  now'entitled  to  shareB     V^.  S. 
in  the  lands.    The  lands  must  be  sold  under  the  direction  of  the       1870 


Court;   and  the  bill,  as  against  those  Defendants  who  have  no    Holland 
interest  in  the  lands,  is  dismissed,  their  costs  to  be  paid  out  of  the      ^^ 
pioceeds  of  the  sale.  

Solicitors:  Mr.  JT.  8.  WHHams,  agent  for  Mr.  0.  T.  Alger; 
Messrs.  AUboHy  Jenkins,  &  AtboU,  agents  for  Mr.  F.  T.  White, 
Boston;  Messrs.  Sharp  db  UUiihome,  agents  for  Mr.  /.  Walesby, 
Homcastle  ;  Mr.  H.  8.  Williams,  agent  for  Messrs.  Walh&r,  Sons, 
d  Bainey,  SpHsby ;  Messrs.  Ooverdale,  Lee,  &  Co.j  agents  for  Messrs. 
Simpson  dt  MiUingtcmy  Boston. 


In  re  BLOWEE'S  TRUSTS.  v.-O.  s. 

WH^ — Qreat'Nephew  sharing  with  Nephew,  ^^^ 

Gift  by  will  of  proceeds  of  sale  of  an  estate  to  testator's  great-nephew,  and      ^^^'  ^^* 
to  sncli  other  of  his  nephews  and  nieces  as  should  he  living  at  his  own  and         ~~" 
his  sistei^s  decease^  equally : — 

Held,  that  the  great-nephews  and  great-nieces  were  entitled  equally  with 
the  nephews  and  nieces,  as  being  classed  with  the  great-nephew. 

William  BLOWEB,  who  died  in  1844,  by  his  will,  made  in 
December,  1842,  deyised  an  estate  to  trustees  until  his  great- 
nephew  Langford  Wilson  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  upon  the  trusts  therein  expressed,  and  so  soon  as  his  said 
great-nephew  attained  that  age  he  devised  the  same  unto  his  said 
great-nephew  Langford  Wilson,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  The  tes- 
tator then  devised  another  estate  to  the  trustees,  and  after  direct- 
ing them  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  to  a  sister  for  life  he  directed 
them  to  sell  this  estate,  and  then  said,  that ''  as  to  the  net  moneys 
to  arise  from  the  sale  of  my  said  real  estate  I  direct  that  the  same 
shall  be  vested  in  my  said  trustees,"  after  paying  expenses,  '^  upon 
trust  to  pay  thereout  all  my  mortgage  debts  which  may  be  owing 
by  me  upon  any  part  of  my  said  real  estates  (it  being  my  wish  and 
desire  that  the  estate  hereinbefore  devised  for  the  benefit  of  my 
said  great-nephew  Langford  Wilson  shall  be  free  from  any  part  of 
such  debts),  and  after  payment  thereof  upon  trust  to  pay  and 
divide  the  remainder  of  the  said  trust  moneys  unto  and  between 
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V.-O.  s.      my  great-nephew  George  William  Wilson  and  to  such  other  of  my 
1870        nephews  and  nieces  as  shall  be  living  at  mine  or  my  said  sistet^s 
In  re       decease,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions." 
^uOTB.^        The  estate  was,  after  the  death  of  the  sister,  sold,  and  the  residue 

of  the  proceeds,  after  paying  the  mortgage  debts  and  expenses, 

had  been  paid  into  Court.    There  were  six  nephews  and  nieces 
and  fourteen  great-nephews  and  great-nieces  of  the  testator. 
Oeorge  William  Wihon  died  in  1859. 

The  nephews  and  nieces  now  asked  by  Petition  that  the  fund  in 
Court  might  be  paid  to  them  and  to  the  legeJ  personal  representa- 
tive of  Qeorge  William  WHson, 

i    Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Freding,  for  the  Petitioners : — 

The  question  is,  whether  the  expression  of  the  word  "  great "  in 
the  clause  of  disposition  of  the  residue  take  away  from  the  words 
**  nephews  and  nieces  "  their  primary  signification.  The  testator 
has  used  the  designation  "  great-nephew  "  in  its  proper  place,  and 
he  gave  nothing  to  any  great-nephew  or  niece  except  to  the  two 
named.  One  rule  of  construction  is  that,  unless  there  is  a  reason 
for  the  contrary,  the  words  used  by  a  testator  shall  have  their 
primary  and  general  signification ;  and  another  rule  is,  that  where 
there  are  persons  who  come  within  such  primary  and  general 
signification  they  shall  take  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others.  The 
cases  to  which  attention  ought  to  be  called  are  Shelley  v.  Bryer  (1), 
Crook  V.  Whitley  (2),  and  Thompson  v.  Bdbinson  (3),  and  they  sup- 
port the  view  of  the  Petitioners.  In  Weeds  v.  Bristow  (4)  it  was 
held  that  grand-nephews  and  grand-nieces  were  entitled  to  partici- 
pate in  the  gift  to  nephews  and  nieces ;  but  that  case  is  different 
from  the  present,  and  is  no  authority  for  a  like  decision  being  mado 
here ;  and,  considering  the  decisions  in  the  other  cases,  it  cannot 
be  held  that  the  mere  introduction  by  the  testator  of  the  word 
"  great "  in  one  line  of  his  will,  and  in  its  proper  place,  is  sufficient 
to  defeat  the  primary  signification  of  the  words  "nephews  and 
nieces."  The  testator  correctly  described  the  Wilsons  as  his  great- 
nephews,  but  that  does  not  affect  the  question,  for  he  also  correctly 
described  the  class  that  he  intended  should  take  the  residue,  viz.^ 

(1)  Jac.  207.  (3)  27  Bear.  486. 

(2)  7  D.  M.  &  G.  490.  (4)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  333. 
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his  nephews  and  nieces,  with  his  great-nephew  George  William     V.-O.  S. 
Wilson.  1870 


[SmUh  y.  Lidiard  (1)  was  also  cited.]  jn  re 

BliOWER'S 


Mr.  BogeVy  for  two  Kespondents  in  the  same  interest : — 

It  is  a  remarkable  fact  that  the  testator  nsed  the  word  ^^  great- 
nephew  **  in  many  places  in  his  will,  while  he  only  nsed  the  word 
'' nephews"  once,  and  therefore  it  is  fair  to  assume  that  if  he  had 
intended  the  great*nephews  and  great-nieces  to  share  in  the  residue 
he  would  have  repeated  the  word  "  great "  in  its  proper  place ; 
besides,  the  gift  was  ^  to  such  other  of  his  nephews  and  nieces," 
which  plainly  shewed  that  that  class  only  should  receive  a  benefit. 

Mr.  Kardake,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Badcoeh,  for  the  great-nephews  and 
great-nieces,  were  not  called  upon. 

Mr.  W,  Pearson^  for  the  trustees. 

Sib  John  Stuabt,  V.C.  : — 

No  doubt  the  authorities  which  bear  upon  this  case  conflict,  but 
those  which  are  in  favour  of  admitting  the  great-nephews  and 
great-nieces  to  share  in  the  residue  greatly  preponderate.  The 
dedsions  which  have  excluded  great-nephews  and  great-nieces 
from  participating  have  proceeded  upon  the  consideration  that  the 
words  were  used  in  an  erroneous  sense ;  but  I  think  it  would  be  a 
strong  thing  to  say,  that  because  a  word  has  not  been  used  in  its 
strict  sense,  therefore  the  bequest  ought  to  fail.  We  are  all  quite 
familiar  with  the  fact  that  great-aunts  are  commonly  called  "  aunts," 
but  that  is  an  error  of  extremely  small  importance.  Sir  Thomas 
Plumer,  in  the  case  of  Shelley  v.  Bryer  (2),  does  not  seem  to  have 
thought  very  highly  of  his  own  opinion,  for  he  confessed  that  he 
was  not  able  to  come  to  a  very  clear  conclusion,  and  that  he  was 
not  satisfied  with  his  decision  which  excluded  the  great-nephews 
and  nieces.  But  the  facts  of  that  case  and  the  present  are  very 
different,  and,  in  my  opinion,  I  cannot  exclude  the  great-nephews 
and  great-nieces  here  without  overruling  the  case  of  James  v. 
Smith  (3),  where  the  late  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  said :   "  I 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  252.  (2)  Jac.  207. 

(3)  14  Sim.  214. 
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y.-O.  S.     take  the  word  ^  nieces '  to  mean  only  what  the  testatrix  shews  she 
1870        intended  it  to  mean,  namely,  the  daughters  of  her  nephews  and 
In  re       nieces."    In  this  case,  as  the  testator  spoke  of  his  great-nephew^ 
Tku^^    and  classes  him  with  his  other  nephews  and  nieces,  and  the  gift 
^-'       is  to  him  and  other  nephews  and  nieces,  I  cannot  consider  that  he 
excluded  those  who  were  as  much  nephews  and  nieces  as  the  great- 
nephew.    Declare,  that  the  great-nephews  and  great-nieces  are, 
with  the  nephews  and  nieces,  entitled  to  share  in  the  fund  in 
Court. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Vizard,  Grounder,  &  Co. 


V.-0.  s.  In  re  EMPIRE  ASSURANCE  CORPORATION. 

J870  LEEKE'S  CASE. 

'  19^    *  '  Contributory — Fromotionrmoney — Qualification  of  Directors — Paid-up  Shares, 
1871 


A  director  of  an  old  compaDy,  agreed  to  be  sold  to  a  promoter  on  behalf 
Jan.  12.  q{  a  ^g^  company,  was  named  in  the  articles  of  the  new  company  as . 

director,  and  though  he  never  applied  for  shares,  fifty  were  allotted  to  him 
and  registered  in  his  name  as  paid-up  shares,  for  which  the  promoter  gave 
a  cheque  out  of  several  he  had  repeived  on  account  of  purchase-money  stipu- 
lated by  the  articles  to  be  paid  to  him  under  a  false  name,  there  being  in 
fact  no  money  in  hand.  The  shares  were  registered  as  fully  paid-up.  The 
director  never  received  the  certificates  or  attended  board  meetings,  or  was 
aware  that  shares  had  been  allotted  to  him,  but  he  attended  an  extra- 
ordinary board  meeting,  at  which  he  described  himself  as  nominal  chairman, 
and  excused  himself  on  the  score  of  ill-health  from  taking  part  in  the  afifairs 
of  the  company.  A  proxy  was  used  on  his  behalf,  which  he  denied  having 
given : — 
Hdd^  that  he  was  a  shareholder  for  fifty  unpaid  shares. 

IhIS  was  a  summons  that  the  name  of  Admiral  Leeke  might  be 
removed  from  the  list  of  contributories  of  a  company  in  course  of 
winding-up,  called  the  Empire  Assurance  Corporation^  Limited,  in 
respect  of  fifty  shares  in  the*^  company.  The  Chief  Clerk,  on  the 
15th  of  April  1868,  had  placed  Admiral  Leeke's  name  on  the  list. 
Admiral  Leeke  was  a  shareholder  and  director  of  a  company  called 
the  British  Union  Company,  whose  registered  office  was  at 
27,  Oresham  Street,  London.    On  the  1st  of  September,  1865,  aa 
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agreement  was  entered  into  between  F.  J.  Price,  B.  BuUoeJc,  and      V.-O.  B. 
the  Hon.  C  E.  Hobarf,  three  of  the  directors  of  the  British  Union        1870 
Company,  of  the  first  part,  and  one  W,  Oidley  Lake,  on  behalf  Leeke  s  Cabs. 
of  a  new  company  to  be  formed,  of  the  second  part,  whereby,       ""* 
for  the  considerations  mentioned,  the   parties  of  the  first  part 
agreed  to  transfer  the  business  of  the  British  Union  Company,  the 
lease  of  the  premises  No.  27,  Oresham  Street,  and  the  name  and 
title  of  the  British  Union,  to  the  said  Lake  on  behaK  of  the  new 
company ;  and  he,  the  said  Lake,  on  behalf  of  the  said  company, 
agreed  to  pay  to  the  shareholders  of  the  British  Union  £3000  in 
the  manner  and  at  the  times  therein  mentioned.     The  agreement 
contained  the  following  clause :  "  That  such  of  the  shareholders 
of  the  said  British  Union  Company  as  like  to  come  in  and  take 
shares  in  the  new  company  shall  be  entitled  to  do  so,  and  shall  be 
credited  with  £1  per  share,  Admiral  Leeke,  F.  J.  Price,  G.  E. 
Ecbart,  and  B.  BuHock  agreeing  to  join  the  board  of  the  new 
company." 

The  new  company  was  accordingly  incorporated  by  the  name 
of  the  Empire  Assurance  Corporation,  Limited,  and  immediately 
afterwards,  viz.,  on  the  25th  of  October,  an  extraordinary  general 
meeting  of  the  Empire  was  held,  at  which  the  above  agreement 
was  adopted,  and  the  articles  of  association  were  amended  by 
providing  that  an  agreement  between  one  Charles  Bevan  and 
the  Empire,  by  which  the  company  agreed  to  pay  Bevan  £1500, 
and  a  provisional  agreement  that  the  Empire  should  pay  George 
Bailey  £10,000,  be  confirmed.  This  resolution  was  confirmed  at  a 
meeting  held  on  the  9th  of  November,  1865. 

The  George  Bailey  mentioned  in  the  agreement  was  Mr.  W.  G. 
Lake. 

Admiral  Leeke  was  named  in  the  articles  of  association  of  the 
Empire  as  a  director.  A  board  meeting  of  the  directors  of  the 
company  took  place  on  the  20th  of  November,  at  which  Admiral 
Leeke  was  not  present,  when  the  following  resolutions  were 
passed: — 

'*  Resolved,  that  Admiral  Sir  S.  Leeke  be,  and  is  hereby  duly 
appointed,  chairman  of  the  corporation,  and  A.  Soares,  Esq.,  deputy 
chairman. 

**  Resolved,  that  the  following  shares  be  forthwith  allotted  :"  (then 

72  2 
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V.-O.  a      followed  a  list  of  the  shares  allotted,  among  which  were  "  Admiral 
1870        Leekey  fifty.") 
8  Casb.      On  ^^  same  day  it  was  resolved  that  cheques  should  be  drawn^ 
""        after  a  banking  account  had  been  opened,  for  the  moneys  voted- 
at  the  shareholders'  meetings  of  the  25th  of  October  and  the  9th 
of  November,  1865.    According  to  the  evidence  of  Ldke^  the  shares* 
were  treated  and  registered  as  paid  on  the  21st  of  November,  but 
no  money  passed.    The  formal  payments  were  made  very  shortly^ 
after  the  opening  of  the  banking  account ;  cheques  were  drawn  and 
signed  by  Messrs.  Friee  and  Soares,  for  sums  amounting  in  the- 
whole  to  £6520,  out  of  the  £7500  authorized  by  the  resolutions  of 
the  20th  of  November,  1865.    They  were  drawn  upon  the  distinct 
understanding  that  the  proceeds  of  each  cheque  should  be  paid, 
into  the  company's  bankers  before  another  cheque  should  be 
drawn,  so  as  formally  to  make  up  the  payments  on  the  directors*' 
shares,  which  had  been  hitherto  treated  as  paid  up.   Lake  deposed 
that  he  paid  £6000,  out  of  the  £6500,  on  the  following  dates : — 

£ 
June  14, 1866 1000 

„  16,1866 1000 

„  19,1866 500 

„  21,  1866 500 

„  28,1866 3000 

These  payments  included  the  amount  due  on  Sir  J7.  Leekes^ 
shares.      The  next  board  meeting  took  place  on  the  12th  of 
December,  1865,  at  which  meeting  the  minutes  recorded  that  the 
minutes  of  the  preceding  meeting  were  read  over.    Admiral  Leeke^ 
was  described  in  the  directors'  attendance-book  as  having  been 
present,  but  Admiral  Leeke  denied  that  he  did  attend  the  board 
meeting,  though  he  admitted  he  might  have  been  in  the  room  at 
the  close  of  the  meeting  about  the  affairs  of  the  British  Unian^. 
which  were  conducted  in  the  same  room.     The  entry  in  the 
directors'  attendance-book  of  Admiral  Leeke^$  name  was  at  the 
bottom  of  the  list  of  the  directors  present,  and  a  line  was  drawn, 
between  his  name  and  the  director's  name  immediately  above  his. 
He  was  not  in  the  chair. 

It  was  not  alleged  that  Admiral  Leeke  attended  any  other  meet- 
ing until  the  18th  of  April,  1867,  when  a  meeting  was  held  at  the 
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"GuSdhall  Coffee  Home,     This  meetlDg  was  held  to  consider  the     V.-0. 8. 
|)ropriety  of  winding  up  the  company  voluntarily ;  and  it  appeared        1870 
from  a  shorthand  note  that,  at  the  commencement  of  the  meeting,  leekb^Cabb. 
Admiral  Leeke  asked  leave  to  say  a  few  words,  in  the  course  of        ^^ 
irhich  he  said  that  he  might  call  himself  the  nominal  chairman, 
4ind  apologized  on  the  ground  of  ill-health  for  not  having  taken 
more  part  in  the  affairs  of  the  company,  and  suggested  that  another 
gentleman  (the  deputy  chairman)  should  take  the  chair.    In  his 
affidavit,  Admiral  Leeke  stated  that  his  reason  for  not  more  dis- 
tinctly repudiating  any  connection  with   the   company  was  an 
-apprehension  that  it  might  prove  injurious  to  it     He  denied  that 
he  took  part  in  the  meeting  or  signed  a  proxy. 

It  appeared  from  a  paper  produced  that,  on  a  scrutiny  being 
iaken  of  the  votes,  Admiral  heeke  appeared  to  have  voted  by  proxy. 

On  the  4th  of  May,  1867,  the  company  was  ordered  to  be 
wound  up. 

About  the  month  of  May,  1868,  a  summons  was  taken  out 
against  Admiral  Leeke  to  attend  at  the  settling  of  the  list  of  con- 
tributories,  and  a  gentleman  attended  for  him  and  other  directors, 
and  the  matter  was  adjourned.  Admiral  Leeke  swore  he  was  not 
aware  of  the  meeting,  and  had  never  instructed  any  person  to 
appear  for  him,  and  it  was  not  till  the  service  of  the  balance-order 
upon  him  that  he  was  aware  proceedings  had  been  taken  against  him. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that,  when  cheques  were  drawn 
'for  the  directors'  fees  for  attendance,  no  cheque  was  di-awn  for 
Admiral  Leeke^s  fees. 

It  was  admitted  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  application 
for  shares  ever  having  been  made  by  Admiral  Leekey  and  he  posi- 
tively denied  ever  having  applied  for  shares  or  having  agreed  to 
•accept  any,  or  having  received  any  certificates,  or  that  the  shares 
were  allotted  to  him. 

Evidence  was  given,  on  behalf  of  the  ofiScial  liquidator,  that  all 
the  notices  had  been  duly  served  on  the  registered  shareholders. 

Admiral  Leeke  died  in  the  summer  of  1869. 

Mr.  Hardy,  Q.C.  (Mr.  l)e  LonguevUle  Gifard  with  him),  for  the 
summons : — 

Although  it  is  true  that  the  articles  of  association  named  Admiral 
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T.^.  a  Leeke  as  a  director,  and  although  the  other  directors,  at  a  board 
1870  meetiDg  on  the  20th  of  November,  1865,  at  which  Admiral  Leeke 
Leeke's  Case,  w*^  ^ot  present,  passed  a  resolution  appointing  him  chairman,  and 
allotting  him  fifty  shares,  Admiral  LeeTce  never  acted  as  a  director, 
or  was  aware  that  these  shares  were  allotted  to  him.  Assuming 
even  that  by  attending  a  subsequent  board  meeting  on  the  12th  of 
December  (which,  however,  he  denied  doing),  and  a  subsequent 
extraordinary  general  meeting  on  the  18th  of  April,  1867,  he  must 
be  regarded  as  being  a  director,  that  would  not  be  sufficient  to- 
constitute  him  a  shareholder :  Marquis  of  Abercom's  Cases  (1) ; 
Stock  and  Roney's  Case  (2) ;  Curriers  Case  (3).  To  constitute  him 
a  shareholder  there  must  be  at  least  an  acceptance  of  shares 
allotted  to  him,  but  here  there  was  neither  application  for  shares, 
acceptance  of  any  shares  whatever,  nor  even  knowledge  on  Admiral 
Leeke's  part  that  any  shares  had  been  allotted  to  him:  PellaWs^ 
Case  (4) ;  LeviicCs  Case  (5) ;  6r.  H.  LevUa's  Case  (6).  If,  however. 
Admiral  Leeke  is  to  be  treated  as  a  shareholder,  it  could  only  be 
as  the  holder  of  paid-up  shares.  The  issuing  of  paid-up  shares 
was  recognised  by  the  Companies  Act,  1867,  s.  25,  as  legitimate* 
but  it  did  not  authorize  as  a  new  creation  paid-up  shares,  but 
simply  recognised  the  issuing  of  paid-up  shares  as  legal.  It  pro- 
vided a  mode  of  regulating  such  issue.  The  shares  were  fully  paid 
up  by  LaJce,  who,  under  the  articles,  was  to  receive  £10,000  as 
promotion-money;  and  out  of  £6000,  part  of  such  promotion- 
money,  which  was  actually  paid  to  him  by  the  directors,  he  did,  in 
fact,  hona  fide  pay  the  whole  amount  of  £500  due  on  the  shares 
allotted  to  Admiral  Leeke.  It  was  true  that  the  promotion-money 
was  due  to  Lake  under  the  name  of  George  Bailey,  but  Admiral 
Leeke  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  arrangement,  which  was  made 
by  Lake  and  the  directors  who  managed  the  business.  This- 
agreement  between  Lake  and  the  company  had  not  been  im- 
peached by  any  one,  and,  whatever  view  might  be  taken  of  it. 
Admiral  Leeke  was  no  party  to  it  in  any  way :  MigoUis  Case  (7)  ;. 
PeWs  Case  (8). 

(1)  4  D.  F.  A  J.  78.  (5)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  36. 

(2)  10  Jur.  (N.S.)  790.  (6)  Ibid.  5  Ch.  489. 

(3)  3  D.  J.  &  S.  367.  (7)  Ibid.  4  Eq.  238. 

(4)  Law  Kep.  2  Ch.  527.  (8)  Ibid.  5  Ch.  IL 
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Mr.  DiehinBony  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Brooksbank,  for  the  official  liqui-     Y.-G.  s. 
dator,  weie  not  called  upon.  1870 

Leeke's  Case. 

1871.  Jan.  12.    Sib  John  Stuart,  V.C.  : — 

The  motion  which  is  n6w  to  be  disposed  of  is,  that  the  name  of 
the  late  Admiral  Leeke  be  removed  from  the  list  of  contributories. 

This  application  is  supported  on  two  grounds. 

First,  that  he  never  in  fact  was  a  shareholder. 

Secondly,  that  if  he  ever  was  a  shareholder  at  all,  his  shares  were 
fally  paid. 

As  to  the  first  ground,  I  stated  during  the  argument  the  reasons 
why  I  think  it  wholly  untenable.  There  is  the  clearest  evidence 
that,  having  been  a  shareholder  in  the  Briiiah  Union  Companyy  he 
was  cognisant  of  the  proceedings  for  the  transfer  of  the  business  of 
that  company  to  the  Empire  CarporcUiony  and  that  it  was  to  be  on 
the  footing  that  he  should  take  the  same  amount  of  shares  in  the 
Empire  Corporation  which  he  had  in  the  other ;  that  he  was  to  be 
the  chairman  of  the  Empire  Corporation  ;  that  his  name  was  for 
several  months  advertised  as  such  chairman;  that  he  appeared 
personally  at  the  meeting  of  the  Empire  Corporation  on  the  18th 
of  AprD,  1867,  and  apologized  on  the  score  of  ill-health  for  having 
been  unable  to  act  on  previous  occasions,  or  to  take  the  chair 
himself  on  that  occasion ;  that  on  his  motion  another  person  took 
the  chair  on  that  occasion  in  his  stead ;  and,  finally,  that  he  voted 
by  proxy  during  the  proceedings  of  that  meeting. 

In  support  of  the  second  ground,  reliance  was  placed  on  his 
having  consented  to  take  shares  only  on  the  terms  of  being  fully 
indemnified,  and  that  the  shares  which  he  took  were  taken  on  the 
footing  of  their  being  fully  paid  up,  and  so  entered  on  the  register. 
As  usual  in  cases  where  the  shares  are  sought  to  be  treated  as  fully 
paid,  the  case  is  rested  on  an  agreement  to  have  them  so  treated. 
It  is  not  easy  to  see  what  the  value  in  any  case  can  be  of  an  agree- 
ment which  is  supported  by  a  false  entry  in  the  register,  and  which 
in  effect  defeats  the  right  of  the  creditors  against  the  shareholders, 
even  to  the  limited  extent  of  liability  which  the  statute  prescribes. 

But  in  this  case  it  is  said  that  the  shares  were  paid  up,  not 
by  Admiral  Leeke,  but  by  moneys  supplied  for  the  purpose  by 
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y.-G.  S.     Mr.  W,  G.  Lakey  the  great  actor  and  promoter  in  tlie  afifairs  of  these 

1871       companies.    It  is  said  that  for  his  services  in  the  affairs  of  these 

Leekes  Case,  companies  it  was  agreed  that  a  sum  of  £10,000  should  be  paid  to 

Mr.  Lake,  and  that  out  of  this  sum  the  amount  of  calls  should  be 

paid  in  repect  of  the  fifty  shares  in  the  Empire  Corporation  allotted 
to  Admiral  Leeke.  Accordingly,  without  any  payment  whatever 
having  been  made,  the  fifty  shares  of  Admiral  Leeke  were  entered 
on  the  register  as  fully  paid  up.  The  a£5davit  of  Mr.  Lake  fully 
and  clearly  states  how  what  he  calls  the  formal  payments  were 
made  as  to  these  and  other  shares.  ^'  The  cheques  were  in  different 
sums,  and  bore  different  dates,  and  upon  the  distinct  understanding 
that  the  proceeds  of  each  cheque  should  be  again  paid  into  the 
company's  bankers  prior  to  another  cheque  being  cashed,  so  as 
formally  to  make  up  the  payments  on  the  directors'  shares." 

It  is  by  this  juggle  that  Admiral  Leeke  b  shares  are  asked  to  be 
treated  £is  fully  paid  up.  That  there  might  be  no  ingredient  wanting 
to  complete  the  fictitious  nature  of  the  transaction,  it  was  part  of 
the  agreement  that  Mr.  Lake  should  assume  the  name  of  George 
Bailey^  which  was  used  on  these  cheques,  and  they  were  indorsed 
by  him  in  that  name. 

It  is  impossible  to  treat  these  shares  as  having  been  paid  up  on 
such  an  arrangement  as  this.  Indeed,  I  should  have  considered 
this  case  as  involving  no  question  of  any  difficulty  or  importance 
but  for  some  authorities  cited  during  the  argument.  These  are 
authorities  which  sanction  a  notion  that  the  limited  right  of  a 
creditor  to  compel  the  shareholder  to  pay  in  money  may  be  defeated 
or  satisfied  by  an  agreement  among  the  shareholders  to  accept 
from  each  other  something  else  than  money  in  lieu  of  payment  of 
the  calls  upon  shares.  If  the  qaestion  is  upon  the  construction  of 
the  statute  of  1862,  there  is  nothing  to  countenance  the  notion  of 
anything  but  money  being  a  satisfaction  of  the  limited  liability. 
Indeed  the  money  due  in  respect  of  calls  upon  shares  is  by  the 
statute  made  a  specialty  debt.  Great  as  the  alteration  of  the  law 
of  contract  is  which  the  statute  has  made,  the  facility  for  fraud 
would  be  intolerable  if  by  any  agreement  among  themselves  the 
creditor  could  be  deprived  even  of  his  limited  right,  and  of  the 
absolute  right  to  the  limited  amount  of  money  capital.  An  agree- 
ment among  the  shareholders  to  contribute  their  capital,  not  iu 
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money  but  in  any  commodity,  with  no  criterion  of  value  but  the      V--C.  S. 
agreement  of  tlie  shareholders,  would  make  the  subscribed  capital        i87i 
a  mere  delusion.  Lebk^Oabe. 

If  Buch  an  agreement  was  legal,  the  commodity,  however  worth-       

less,  might  by  agreement  among  the  shareholders  be  taken  as 
representing  the  whole  or  any  amount  of  the  capital  which  the 
Act  of  Parliament,  in  order  to  secure  the  creditor,  at  least  to  the 
limited  amount,  has  made  a  specialty  debt  to  an  amount  certain 
in  money.  The  view  of  the  invalidity  as  against  creditors  of  such 
agreements  seems  to  have  been  adopted  by  the  Master  of  the 
EoUs  in  PeZr«  Case  (1).  He  held  that  the  person  who  claimed  to 
have  paid  up  his  shares  by  an  agreement  to  give  something  else 
in  Ueu  of  money  was  still  a  debtor,  according  to  the  statute,  for 
the  whole  amount  of  his  shares.  What  would  seem  to  be  the 
proper  consequence  of  that  view  is  a  right  in  such  a  shareholder 
to  be  a  creditor  of  the  company  for  the  value  of  that  which  he  had 
given.  The  Master  of  the  Bolls  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  the  value 
of  what  was  given.  It  does  not  seem  to  have  been  considered 
that  there  was  any  question  whether  the  agreement,  although 
it  could  not  bind  the  creditor  or  release  the  shareholder  from 
the  obligation  to  pay  the  calls  in  full,  did  not  entitle  such  a 
shareholder  to  prove  as  a  creditor  and  come  in  with  the  other 
creditors  for  the  full  amount  due  in  respect  of  these  calls  as  an 
agreed  price.  If  tliat  be,  as  it  would  rather  seem  to  be,  the  true 
view  of  the  rights  and  liabilities,  tlie  inquiry  as  to  value  in  the 
absence  of  any  evidence  of  fraud  or  mistake  would  not  have  been 
necessary.  If  the  inquiry  was  directed  with  the  view  of  entitling 
the  shareholder  to  set  ofT  the  value  against  his  debt  for  calls,  it  is 
not  easy  to  adopt  the  notion  of  such  a  set-off.  But  the  Court  of 
Appeal  took  a  view  of  that  case  which  it  is  by  no  means  easy  to 
adopt  till  it  has  received  further  consideration.  Tne  Lord  Justice 
Oiffard  reversed  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls.  It  would 
not  become  me  to  discuss  the  accuracy  of  the  views  stated  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal.  But  it  was  then  held  that  the  case  was  governed 
by  Drummond's  Case  (2),  in  which  the  Master  of  the  Bolls'  deci- 
sion was  also  overruled.  This  case  is  still  more  extraordinary, 
for  it  was  there  held,  on  appeal,  not  only  that  an  agreement  to 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  11.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  772. 
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;v.-0.  S.  satisfy  the  debt  for  shares  by  something  else  than  the  money  is 
1871  valid,  but  that  an  agreement  on  one  contract  to  take  and  pay  for 
Lekkb's  Cabe.  &  certain  number  of  shares  can  be  satisfied  by  another  contract 
with  other  parties  to  do  something  else,  instead  of  paying  what 
was  due  on  the  first  contract.  In  the  later  case  of  Forbes  and 
Jiidd  (1),  the  Lord  Chancellor  made  some  observations  on  both 
these  cases,  and  used  this  remarkable  expression :  '*  As  to  hard* 
ship  to  the  creditors  of  the  company,  there  is  none,  for  they  get 
the  property  instead  of  the  money."  That  might  be  true,  #  the 
property  was  worth  as  much  to  the  creditor  as  the  money,  or  if  the 
creditor  agreed  to  take  it  instead  of  money.  But  all  experience 
shews  that  the  sort  of  property  given  in  such  cases  is  for  the  most 
part  worthless,  and  often  worse  than  worthless,  because  it  involves 
liabilities  greatly  exceeding  any  real  value.  Indeed,  the  worth- 
lessness  of  the  property  which  is  the  subject  of  such  agreements 
is  the  real  reason  why  they  are  made. 

The  Act  of  Parliament  is  a  statutory  contract  with  the  creditors. 
It  limits  the  rights  of  creditors  to  a  certain  amount  to  be  sub* 
scribed  in  money.  If  the  creditors  are  no  parties  to  an  alteration  of 
this  contract,  and  if  by  an  agreement  among  the  shareholders,  who 
are  the  debtors,  without  the  consent  of  the  creditors,  they  arrange 
to  give  property  (where  the  thing  deserves  the  name  of  property) 
for  the  capital  instead  of  money,  and  the  worth  of  the  property  is 
to  be  taken  at  the  estimate  of  the  debtor,  without  any  agreement 
by  the  creditor,  and  this  is  to  be  forced  on  the  creditor  without 
giving  him  any  right  to  inquire  as  to  the  value,  there  is  no  bound 
to  the  frauds  which  may  be  practised  on  creditors  and  honest 
shareholders. 

Although  these  decisions  seem  to  warrant  a  conclusion  as  to  the 
validity  of  such  agreements,  I  do  not  think  they  bind  me  to  con- 
sider that  the  shares  of  Admiral  Leeke  can  be  considered  as  paid 
by  such  a  juggle  as  was  practised.  Therefore  the  motion  must  b& 
refused  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  Admiral  Leeke:  Messrs.  Sheppard  db  Btley. 
Solicitor  for  the  Official  Liquidator:  Mr.  PtUbrook. 

(1)  Law  Eep.  5  Ch.  270-273. 
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In  re  IMPERIAL  LAND  COMPANY  OF  MARSEILLES.       v.-c.  ]\L 

Ex  parte  JEAFFRESON.  1870 

Company — Contributory — B^conttruction  hy  forming  a  new  ComjKiny-— Payments  ^^'  '^' 

to  new  Company — Liability  to  old  Company. 

The  reconstrnction  of  an  insolvent  company  was  attempted  on  the  basis  of 
the  formation  of  a  new  company,  to  take  over  its  assets  and  liabilities.  The 
plan  of  reconstrnction  provided  for  the  old  company  to  be  wound  up  and  the 
shareholders  to  exchange  their  old  shares,  which  were  of  £20  each,  with  £10 
paid  up,  for  half  the  number  of  fully  paid-up  shares  of  the  new  company  of 
£10  each,  and  6  per  cent,  debentures  to  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  paid 
np  upon  their  shares  in  the  old  company,  credited  with  one  half  thereof  as 
paid  thereon,  leaving  the  remaining  half  to  be  paid  by  instalments  extending 
over  a  period  of  two  years. 

The  shareholders  were  requested  to  assent  to  the  proposal  by  signing  a  fomi 
of  approval  containing  the  terms  of  the  plan,  and  the  plan  was  carried  out  by 
resolutions  passed  at  an  extraordinary  meeting  of  the  company,  duly  confirmed 
at  a  subsequent  meeting,  and  by  a  deed  to  which  the  liquidators  of  the  old 
company  and  the  two  companies  were  parties : — 

Eeld,  that,  as  the  creditors  of  the  old  company  were  not  parties  to  the 
arrangement,  a  shareholder  who  had  signed  the  circular,  expressing  his  assent 
to  the  arrangement,  and  exchanged  his  shares,  was  not  entitled  to  treat  the 
instalments  paid  upon  his  debentures  as  being  in  reduction  of  his  liability  to 
the  old  company. 

1  HIS  was  a  summons  adjourned  into  Court,  that  an  order  of  the 
14th  of  May,  1870,  whereby  Mr.  Jeaffreson  was  required  to  pay 
£243  2s.  4d.  to.  the  liquidators  of  the  Imperial  Land  Company  of 
Marseilles,  Limitedy  might  be  discharged,  or  that  the  execution 
thereof  might  be  st-ayed,  and  that  the  liquidators  of  the  company 
might  be  directed  to  treat  the  sixty-four  shares  of  the  applicant  in 
the  company  as  paid  up  to  the  extent  of  £896,  and  that  no  further 
call  might  be  made  thereon  until  it  should  be  right. and  proper  so 
to  do,  regard  being  had  to  such  direction. 

The  case  was  selected  as  a  representative  one  for  a  large  class  of 
the  shareholders  of  the  company. 

The  company  was  formed  in  January,  1866,  and  a  memorandum 
and  articles  of  association  were  duly  registered.  By  the  memo- 
randum the  capital  was  fixed  at  £1,600,000,  divided  into  80,000 
shares  of  £20  each.    Shortly  after  the  formation  of  the  company 
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V.-O.  M.     sixty-four  shares  were  allotted  to  Mr.  Jeaffreson^  and  he  was  duly 
1870       registered  as  a  shareholder. 

^^  Previously  to  1866,  Mr.  Jeaffreson  had  paid  all  the  calls  on  his 

Ij^ekial     shares  made  up  to  that  time,  amounting  to  £10  per  share.    On 
Company  op  the  1st  of  March,  1867,  the  directors  made  a  call  of  £1  10«.  per 
^^    ^^  '  share,  payable  on  the  18tli  of  March,  1867,  and  on  the  27th  of 
jEAFFREsoy.  May,  1867,  a  further  call  of  £1  per  share,  payable  on  the  10th  of 
June,  1867.    At  the  time  of  the  latter  call  being  made  the  com- 
pany had  become  invoWed  in  serious  pecuniary  difficulties  and 
discredit,  and  it  was  proposed  to  reconstruct  the  company  by  the 
formation  of  a  new  company  to  take  over  its  assets  and  liabilities. 
Accordingly,  on  the  same  27th  of  May,  1867,  before  either  of 
the  calls  had  been  paid  by  Mr.  Jfaffresony  a  circular  was  issued  by 
the  directors,  and  sent  to  all  the  shareholders,  together  with  a  copy 
of  the  plan  of  reconstruction,  and  a  form  to  be  filled  up  and 
returned  to  the  directors  approving  of  tlie  plan  of  reconstruction. 
This  plan  of  reconstruction  contained  the  following  clauses : — 

'^  1 .  That  a  new  company  be  formed  and  registered  forthwith,  to 
be  called  *  The  Consolidated  Land  Company  of  France,  LimUedj*  in 
shares  of  £10  each. 

"  2.  The  new  company  to  take  over  the  whole  of  the  properties 
and  assets  of  tlie  old  company  (subject  to  the  various  charges  upon 
them),  after  provision  shall  be  made  for  the  payment  or  satisfaction 
of  its  liabilities. 

*•  3.  Every  shareholder  in  the  old  company  to  receive  in  ex- 
change for  the  total  amount  paid  on  his  shares  such  a  number  of 
shares  in  the  new  company  of  £10  each,  fully  paid  up,  as  will 
represent  one-half  of  the  amount  so  paid  by  him,  and  for  the 
remaining  half  of  the  amount  so  paid  by  him  he  will  receive  the 
debentures  of  the  new  company,  payable  *  to  bearer,'  and  bearing 
interest  at  the  rate  of  £6  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable  half-yearly, 
and  redeemable  at  par  by  the  company,  in  five,  and  seven,  and  ten 
years,  in  equal  proportions. 

**  5.  Shareholders  who  have  not  paid  up  their  shares  in  full 
(in  addition  to  their  proportion  of  fully  paid-up  shares  mentioned 
in  clause  3),  will  receive  debentures  for  an  amount  equal  to 
the  amount  paid  up  on  their  shares  in  the  existing  company, 
and  credited  with  one-half  thereof  as  paid  thereon,  leaving  the 
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remaining  half  to  be  paid  by  instalments  extending  over  a  period     T.-O.  M. 
of  two  years.  I870 

"  6.  The  £1  per  share  which  is  now  to  be   paid  up  will  be       j^ 
credited  upon  the  debentures  as  a  payment  on  account  of  the  sum     Imperial 
to  be  paid  up  by  instalments  as  above  mentioned.  0>mpany  op 

**  7.  The  remaining  unpaid  coupons  for  interest  upon  the  exist-     ^^    ^  ' 
ing  shares,  which  became  due  in  March,  1868,  will  also  be  credited   JBAFFRBgoN. 
as  a  further  payment  in  respect  of  such  instalments ;  but  this 
privilege  will  only  apply  in  the  case  of  shares  upon  which  £12  IO5. 
per  share,  including  the  call  of  £1  per  share  now  made,  shall  be 
paid." 

Of  the  two  remaining  clauses.  No.  4  related  only  to  fully 
paid-up  shareholdei-s,  and  No.  8  related  to  the  mode  of  issuing 
debentures. 

Mr.  Jeaffreaan  signed  and  returned  to  the  directors  the  form, 
expressing  his  approval  of  the  planof  reconstruction. 

On  the  22nd  of  August,  1867,  an  extraordinary  general  meeting 
of  the  company  was  held,  at  which  four  resolutions  were  passed. 
The  first  was,  ^  That  this  meeting  approves  of  the  plan  suggested 
by  ihe  directors  in  the  secretary's  circular  letter  to  the  share- 
holders of  the  27th  of  May,  1867,  for  the  reconstruction  of  the 
company  ;"  the  second,  "  That  with  a  view  to  such  reconstruction, 
this  company  be  wound  up  volnntarily."  The  third  resolution 
empowered  the  liquidators  to  concur  in  any  arrangements  for  the 
construction  of  the  new  company,  and  to  sell  or  transfer  to  them 
the  goodwill  and  business  of  the  old  company ;  and  the  fourth 
resolution  provided  for  dealing  with  dissentient  shareholders. 
Frederick  Maynard  and  Odavius  Ommanney,  were  appointed 
liquidators,  and  the  resolutions  were  confirmed  at  a  meeting  on  the 
5th  of  September,  1867. 

The  new  company  was  incorporated  on  the  9th  of  September^ 
1867,  with  a  capital  of  £1,600,000,  divided  into  160,000  shares  of 
£10  each,  and  a  memorandum  and  articles  of  association  were 
registered,  by  which  it  was  fully  empowered  to  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  the  goodwill  and  business  of  the  old  company,  and  to 
take  all  steps  necessary  for  the  purpose. 

To  complete  the  arrangement  a  deed  was  executed,  dated  the 
23rd  of  September,  1867,  and  made  between  the  liquidators  of  the 
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V.-C.  M.  old  company  of  the  first  part,  the  old  company  of  the  second  part, 
1870  and  the  new  C/Ompany  of  the  third  part,  which,  after  reciting  the 
jn  re       resolutions  and  the  plan  of  reconstruction,  provided  that  the  new 

^  lS^  company  might  intervene,  take  up,  and  carry  on  the  business  of 
<)oMPAMT  OF  the  old  company,  undertake  the  execution  of  its  contracts,  and 

Mabseuues.  i      .^ 

Ex  parte  ge^^erally  fulfil,  satisfy,  and  discharge  all  or  any  of  its  engage- 
Jeaffbesow.  ments  or  liabilities  for  the  benefit  and,  subject  to  the  proviso 
thereinafter  contained,  at  the  risk,  but  not  so  as  in  anywise  to 
increase  the  debta  or  liabilities  of  the  old  company,  and  should 
be  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  property  and  effects  of  the  old 
company,  but  subject  to  the  various  charges  upon  such  properties 
and  assets,  and  after  the  provision  for  the  discharge  and  satisfac- 
tion of  all  tlie  debts  of  and  liabilities  of  the  old  company.  The 
proviso  referred  to  gave  the  new  company  a  right  of  set-off  in 
certain  cases.  The  seals  of  the  two  companies  were  aflSxed  to  the 
deed. 

Mr.  Jeaffreson  exchanged  his  shares  in  the  old  company  for  the 
shares  and  debentures  in  the  new  company  to  which  he  was  entitled 
under  the  arrangement ;  and  at  various  times,  between  the  30th  of 
October,  1867,  and  the  10th  of  April,  1869,  paid  instalments  on  the 
unpaid  portion  of  the  debentures,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  £256. 

The  new  company  carried  on  business  for  some  time,  and  the 
liquidation  of  the  old  company  was  carried  on  pari  passu,  and  its 
liabilities  became  considerably  reduced,  partly,  as  was  alleged,  by 
means  of  funds  supplied  by  the  new  company ;  and  in  a  balance- 
sheet  appended  to  a  report  of  the  liquidators,  dated  the  20th 
of  February,  1868,  the  latter  were  credited  with  a  sum  of 
£143,263  8s.  3i.,  as  paid  in  reduction  of  the  liabilities  of  the  old 
company. 

On  the  22nd  of  December,  1868,  an  order  was  made  to  continue 
the  winding  up  of  the  old  company  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Court,  two  new  liquidators  being  appointed,  and  Mr.  Ommanney 
at  the  same  time  retiring.  The  new  company  was  unsuccessful, 
and  steps  were  taken  for  winding  it  up  voluntarily ;  and  on  the  15th 
of  November,  1869,  an  order  was  made  to  continue  the  winding-up 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Court,  and  the  matter  was  referred 
to  the  Chief  Clerk,  who  was  conducting  the  liquidation  of  the  old 
company. 
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The  liqaidators  in  the  old  company  made  a  further  call  of  £1     V.-O.  M. 
per  share,  which,  with  the  previous  unpaid  calls,  and  interest  upon        1870 
them,  made  np  the  amount  of  £243  2«.  4d.  now  claimed  from       ^J[7c 

Mr.  Jeaffreson.  Imperial 

T  .  Land 

Mr.  Jeaffreson  sought  to  have  the  order  discharged,  on  the  ground  Company  op 
that  the  instalments  paid  upon  his  debentures  in  the  new  company  „  ^^  ' 
ought  to  be  treated  as  havingfbeen  paid  in  reduction  of  his  liability  Jbajtrbsw*- 
to  the  old  company* 

Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Li^idley,  in  support  of  the  summons : — 

This  is  not  a  question  whether  a  man  can  get  rid  of  his  liability 
to  one  company  by  taking  shares  in  another  company,  but  whether, 
when  money  lias  been  paid  to  company  B  at  the  request  of 
company  Ay  on  the  faith  that  it  was  pro  ianto  a  reduction  of  lia- 
bility to  company  A,  and  the  money  so  paid  has  been  applied 
towards  the  liquidation  of  company  A^  the  payment  must  not  be 
treated  as  if  it  had  been  made  direct  to  company  A. 

Money  paid  under  the  authority  of  the  deed  of  the  23rd  of 
September,  1867,  to  the  new  company,  is  money  paid  for  the  use 
of  the  old  company.  For  this  purpose  the  arrangement  for  re- 
oonstruction  is  binding  upon  all  parties,  for  it  was  done  with  the 
Ml  concurrence  of  the  liquidators  and  both  companies.  It  is  im- 
material whether  the  arrangement  was  uUra  vires  or  not,  for  it  is 
not  sought  to  treat  the  liability  to  the  old  company  as  discharged, 
-except  so  far  as  money  has  been  actually  paid  to  be  applied  in 
reduction  of  their  debts.  For  this  purpose  the  seal  of  the  company 
to  the  deed  is  a  sufficient  sanction  of  the  arrangement.  This  is  a 
voluntary  liquidation,  and  the  liquidators  have  sanctioned  the 
arrangement  by  executing  the  deed,  and  their  sanction  is  still 
binding,  for  the  supervision  order  does  not  set  aside  the  voluntary 
liquidation,  but  allows  the  liquidators  to  adopt  any  previous 
transactions.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  money  was  paid  to  t^e 
liquidators  or,  for  them,  to  any  one  else.  We  are,  at  all  events, 
entitled  to  ask  to  Iiave  the  payment  of  the  call  suspended  till  it  is 
ascertained  what  proportion  of  the  money  paid  to  the  new  company 
was  applied  for .  the  benefit  of  the  old  company :  In  re  Cork  & 
YmglwJl  Bailivay  Company  (1). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Oh.  748. 
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Sir  Bounddl  Palmer,  Q.C.y  Mr.  Glasse,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Biggins, 
for  the  liquidators  of  the  Imperial  Land  Company,  and  Mr.  Jcuihtm, 
for  the  creditors'  representative,  were  not  called  upon. 

Mr.  Crossley,  for  some  French  creditors,  was  not  allowed  to  be  heard. 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  is  a  somewhat  complicated  case,  and  I  was  for  some  time 
impressed  with  the  arguments  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Jeaffreson  ;  but  on 
consideration  of  all  the  facts  and  documents  before  me.  I  am 
obliged  to  decide  against  him. 

The  facts  are  shortly  as  follows:  The  company  was  formed 
early  in  1866;  and  Mr.  Jeaffre^on  took  sixty-four  shares,  and 
paid  up  £10  per  share,  making  altogether  £640.  The  company 
being  in  difficulties,  a  circular  was  issued  on  the  27th  of  April, 
1867,  proposing  a  plan  of  reconstruction,  which  was,  in  fact, 
for  the  formation  of  a  new  company  to  take  oyer  the  assets  and 
liabilities  of  the  old  company.  The  benefit  to  be  derived  by  the 
shareholders  from  this  arrangement  was,  their  being  exonerated 
from  the  payment  of  the  remaining  £10  per  share.  If  the  plan 
had  succeeded,  there  would  have  been  an  end  of  any  claim  against 
the  shareholders  as  such.  As  regards  Mr.  Jeaffreson,  his  liability 
would  have  been  changed  from  £640  upon  his  shares  to  £320  on 
debentures  bearing  interest  at  6  per  cent.  This  plan  of  recon- 
struction was  carried  out  by  formal  resolutions  passed  at  an- 
extraordinary  meeting  of  the  company  and  duly  confirmed,  and 
ultimately,  by  a  deed  of  the  23rd  of  September,  1867,  formally 
carried  into  effect.  It  is  agreed  on  both  sides  that  this  was  the 
basis  of  the  transaction,  and  that  the  position  of  those  who  adopted 
the  arrangement  was  that  of  holders  of  fully  paid-up  shares  and 
debentures  partly  paid  up.  Under  these  circumstances  Mr.  Jeaffre- 
•on  might  well  be  warranted  in  belieying  that  payments  which  he 
made  upon  the  debentures  would  pro  tanto  discharge  the  liability 
upon  his  shares  in  the  old  company ;  and  if  affairs  had  gone  on 
well,  there  would  have  been  eyentually  an  end  to  his  liability  to 
the  old  company.  I  must,  however,  hold  that  he  was  bound  to 
know  that  he  could  not  discharge  his  liability  as  a  shareholder  in 
the  old  company  by  payments  to  the  new  company. 
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If  all  parties  having  an  interest  in  the  arrangement  had  assented     V.-c.  M. 
to  the  plan  of  reoonstrnction,  I  should  have  held  it  binding,  on  the        1870 
principle  that  payment  to  A.  by  the  direction  of  B.  is  equivalent       j^ 
to  payment  to  B.    Then  the  question  is,  whether  all  interested    I^^ebial 
parties  did  assent.    The  creditors  were  the  persons  most  imme-  Company  ok 
diately  interested,  but  they  were  no  parties  to  the  transaction,  and     ^^      . 
never  gave  their  authority  to  the  payments  to  the  new  company.   Jbaffrtoox. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  if  these  calls  are  required  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  creditors  of  the  old  company,  they  must  be  paid ;  for, 
as  regards  the  creditors,  Mr.  Jeaffresan  remained  a  shareholder 
liable  for  sixty-four  shares,  and  he  still  remains  equally  liable.     It 
is  urged  that,  as  the  money  can  be  provided  by  making  calls  upon 
the  shareholders  who  have  not  paid  instalments  upon  the   de- 
bentures, those  who  have  so  paid  ought  not  to  be  required  to  pay 
anything  more  till  an  equivalent  amount  has  been  paid  by  the 
others.     But  this  question  cannot  arise  till  the  creditors  have 
been  paid  in  full.     In  I^  parte  Oakes  and  Peek  (1),  I  adopted  the 
rule  that  the  creditors  are  the  persons  whose  interests  are  first 
to  be  considered  in  a  winding-up,  and  that  the  amount  unpaid  upon 
tbe  shares  is  part  of  the  assets  of  the  company.      This  rule  has 
received  universal  acknowledgment,  being  fully  recognised  and 
acted  upon  by  the  House  of  Lords  when  the  same  case  went  before 
them  on  appeal  (2).     But  when  the  creditors  are  once  paid,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  other  shareholders  will  have  to  exonerate 
Mr.  Jeaffreson  from  the  additional  liability  which  he  has  incurred 
by  joining  the  new  company,  and  he  will  ultimately  be  entitled 
to  stand,  as  against  the  other  shareholders,  in  the  place  of  the 
creditors  who  may  be  paid  off  out  of  the  present  calls.    I  cannot 
go  into  any  question  as  to  how  much  of  the  present  calls  are 
required  for  the  payments  of  the  creditoi's.     I  consider  myself 
bound  to  take  the  representation  of  the  counsel  for  the  liquidators 
and  the  creditors'  representative  that  the  money  is  required  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  and  must  leave  Mr.  Jeaffreson  liable  to  pay  the 
full  amount  of  the  calls. 

The  result,  therefore,  is,  that  the  summons  must  be  dismissed  so 
fer  as  it  requires  the  discharge  of  the  order  or  restraint  of  execu- 
tion ;  and  so  far  as  it  requires  the  equities  between  the  shareholders 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  576.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.  825. 
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Y.-a  H.  to  be  determined,  it  is  unnecessary,  inasmuch  as  that  is  always 

1870  done.    The  summons  will,  therefore,  be-  simply  dismissed.     As 

]^  the  case  has  been  arranged  to  be  taken  as  a  representative  one^ 

Impbbial  i]^Q  ^Qg^g  of  all  parties  will  be  out  of  the  estate. 

Land  ^ 

Compact  of       Mr.  Crosdey  has  no  right  to  appear,  and  cannot  have  any  costs. 

Mabebilles. 

j£AF7SE8oy.       Sollcitors  for  the  Applicant :  Messrs.  NichoB,  Bvrnett,  dk  Newman. 

Solicitors  for  the  Liquidators :  Messrs.  O,  S.  &  H.  Brandon. 
Solicitors  for  the  Creditors*  Bepresentative :  Messrs.  Alrdhams 
&  Boffey. 

Solicitor  for  the  French  Creditors :  Mr.  A.  C.  Byan. 
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BaUway  Act&'^AccommodtUion  Works — Jurisdiction  of  Magistraiea^^Ckmcurreni 
No^'  8«  Jurisdiction  in  Equity, 

Where,  by  an  Act  of  Parliament,  power  is  given  to  the  justices  of  the 
county  to  direct  such  works  to  be  constructed  and  maintained  by  a  railway 
company  as  they  may  consider  requisite  for  carrying  out  an  efficient  drainage 
of  the  adjoining  land,  the  Court  will  refuse  to  exercise  a  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion SB  well  after  the  completion  of  the  railway  as  during  its  construction. 

XHIS  case  came  on  upon  motion  for  decree. 

The  bill  was  fQed  by  Henry  Eood,  of  Pqfper  HaU,  in  Yorhhire, 
against  the  North  Eastern  Bailway  Company^  praying  that  the 
Defendants  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  causing  or 
permitting  the  water  intercepted  by  the  works  of  the  Defendants, 
and  now  running  along  the  sides  of  the  said  railway  and  from  the 
station  and  premises  of  the  Defendants,  from  flowing  through  or 
over  the  adjoining  lands  and  woods  of  the  Plaintiff  without  proper 
channels  or  watercourses  for  carrying  off  the  same;  and  from 
allowing  or  permitting  the  same  water  to  flood  or  inundate  the 
lands  and  woods  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  bill  further  prayed  that 
the  Defendants  might  be  ordered  to  pay  such  damages  as  the 
Court  should  direct. 

The  railway  was  originally  constructed  by  the  Oreai  North  of 
Enffland  Bailtoay  Company,  under  an  Act  passed  in  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
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and  was  opened  for  traffic  in  the  year  1841.   By  seyeral  subsequent  V.-C.  U. 
Acts  the  railway  had  become  vested  in  the  present  Defendants.  1870 

In  1863  the  Plaintiff  became  the  purchaser  from  Lord  AlvanUy  hood 

of  the  Pepper  EaU  estate,  a  portion  of  which  had  been  taken  by  norto 

the  railway  company  for  the  construction  of  their  line.  Eastebm' 

.     .  .  .  Eailway  Co. 

The  Plaintiff  stated  that,  at  the  time  of  the  construction  of  the        — ^ 

railway,  the  system  of  draiaage  of  the  lands  so  purchased  by  him, 
adjacent  to  the  line  of  railway,  was  ample  and  convenient.  There 
was  a  watercourse  of  large  dimensions  on  the  western  side  of  the 
present  line  of  railway,  running  down  in  an  easterly  direction  at 
right  angles  to  the  said  railway,  and  such  watercourse  effectively 
carried  off  in  one  channel  the  superfluous  water  from  a  large 
tract  of  land,  part  of  the  Pepper  Sail  estate.  The  railway  com- 
pany, in  the  construction  of  their  line,  had  intercepted  the  water- 
course without  making  any  adequate  provision  for  draiuage  in 
lieu  thereof,  and  the  water  was  allowed  to  flow  along  the  grips 
or  ditches  of  the  cutting  on  each  side  of  the  line  of  railway,  and 
not  in  any  regular  channel  or  course.  In  consequence  of  this  con- 
tinuous and  unchecked  flow  of  water  a  slip  had  lately  taken  place 
in  the  soil  of  the  embankment  of  the  railway,  and  the  fence  there 
had  fallen  from  its  proper  position,  and  the  grips  or  ditches  had 
become  completely  choked  and  blocked  up,  so  that  the  water 
could  no  longer  pass.  The  water  thus  intercepted  and  dammed 
back,  and  also  the  water  from  the  railway  drainage,  was  carried  or 
allowed  to  flow  over  the  Plaintiff's  lands  and  woods  adjacent  to  the 
line  of  railway  without  any  effectual  drain  to  carry  it  off.  The 
drainage  also  from  the  lands  adjoining  the  Pepper  Sail  estate 
was  improperly  diverted  and  caused  to  flow  over  parts  of  the  said 
estate.  Moreover,  the  bottom  of  the  invert  of  a  culvert  constructed 
by  the  company  was  of  such  a  height  as  to  pen  back  the  water, 
and  to  cause  large  accumulations  of  water,  which  were  thrown 
over  the  Plaintiff's  lands.  The  bill  charged  that  the  acts  of  the 
Defendants  were  in  excess  or  in  abuse  of  any  statutory  or  other 
powers  vested  in  them,  and  that  great  and  irreparable  injury  would 
be  done  to  the  lands  and  woods  of  the  Plaintiff  unless  the  con- 
tinuance of  such  acts  were  restrained  by  the  order  and  injunction 
of  this  Court. 

Before  the  arguments  were  opened  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  a 
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preliminary  objection  was  taken  by  the  Defendants,  that  the  Court 
of  Chancery  was  not  the  proper  jurisdiction  for  deciding  this  case, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  applied  in  the  first  instance  to 
two  justices  of  the  district,  as  directed  by  the  76th  and  81st  seo 
tions  of  the  Act  6  &  7  WilL  4,  under  which  this  railway  was 
originally  constructed  (1). 


(1)  Sect.  76.  "  And  be  it  further 
enacted,  that  the  said  company  shall, 
at  their  own  expense,  after  any  part 
of  the  said 'railway  shall  hare  been 
laid  out  and  formed,  forthwith  make 
and  erect,  and  from  time  to  time  main- 
tain, such  and  so  many  convenient  gates 
in,  upon,  or  adjoining  the  said  railway, 
and  such  and  so  many  bridges,  arches, 
hollows,  slopes,  culverts,  fences,  ditches, 
drains,  and  passages,  over,  under,  or  by 
the  side  of  or  leading  to  or  from  the 
said  railway,  of  such  dimensions  and 
in  such  manner  as  two  or  more  justices 
of  the  peace,  acting  within  [their  juris- 
diction, shall,  upon  the  application  of 
the  owner  or  occupier  of  any  lands, 
judge  necessary  and  appoint  (in  case 
there  shall  be  any  dispute  about  the 
same).  And  all  such  giites,  bridges, 
arches,  hollows,  slopes,  culverts,  fences, 
ditches,  drains,  and  passa<Te8  so  to  be 
made  as  aforesaid  shall  from  time  to 
time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  be 
maintained  in  sufficient  repair  and  con- 
dition by  the  said  company.  And  in 
case  the  said  company  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  make  or  erect  or  to  maintain 
such  gates,  bridges,  arches,  hollows, 
slopes,  culverts,  fences,  ditches,  drains, 
and  passages  as  hereinbefore  directed, 
or  any  of  them,  for  the  space  of  ten 
days  nest  after  the  time  to  be  appointed 
for  those  purposes  respectively  by  such 
justices,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  re- 
spective owners  or  occupiers  of  the 
said  lands  who  shall  find  themselves 
aggrieved  by  such  neglect  or  refusal  to 
miake  and  erect  or  (as  the  case  may 
require)  to  maintain  and  repair  such 


gates,  bridges,  arches,  slopes,  hollows,, 
culverts,  fences,  ditches,  drains,  and 
passages  as  the  said  justices  shall  have 
before  directed  or  appointed  to  be  made 
and  erected  as  aforesaid,  so  that  in 
making,  erecting,  repairing,  or  main- 
taining such  gates,  bridges,  arches, 
hollows,  slopes,  culverts,  fences,  ditches,, 
drains,  and  passages  as  aforesaid,  the 
said  railway,  or  any  of  the  works  by 
this  Act  authorized  to  be  made  or  con- 
structed by  the  said  company,  shall  not 
be  obstructed  for  any  longer  space  of 
time  or  be  injured  in  any  other  manner 
than  shall  be  unavoidably  necessary. 
The  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  compan}*, 
as  therein  mentioned," 

Sect  8}.  "And  be  it  further  enacted, 
that  the  company  shall,  and  they  arc 
hereby  required  from  time  to  time,  at 
their  own  expense,  to  make  such  arches, 
tunnels,  culverts,  drains,  or  other  pas- 
sages, over,  under,  or  by  the  side  of 
the  said  railway,  and  the  fences  on 
the  sides  thereof  respectively,  of  such 
breadth,  depth,  and  dimensions  as  shall 
be  sufficient  at  all  times  to  convey  the 
water  as  clearly  from  the  lands  adjoin- 
ing or  lying  near  to  the  paid  railway  as 
before  making  the  said  railway,  without 
obstructing  or  impounding  the  sanoe 
water  to  the  prejudice  of  any  of  the 
said  lands,  and  also  to  make  proper 
watering-places  for  cattle  in  all  cases 
where,  by  means  of  the  said  railway, 
the  cattle  of  any  person  occupying  lands 
adjacent  thereto  shall  be  deprived  ef 
access  to  their  ancient  watering-place, 
and  to  supply  the  same  at  all  times 
with  water  from  such  rivers,  brooks^ 
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The  Vige-Chancellob  desired  that  the  question  of  jurisdiction 
should  be  argued  first. 

Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Janes^BcUeman,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

By  this  railway  act  power  is  given  to  two  justices  to  decide  what 
accommodation  works  shall  be  constructed  for  the  convenience  of 
the  landowners  upon  the  line  of  railway,  but  the  Act  is  permissive 
only ;  and  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  justices  whether  they  will 
entertain  these  complaints  or  not.  A  landowner  is  not  compelled  to 
select  the  justices  as  the  tribunal  for  the  decision  of  such  questions. 
The  intention  of  the  Legislature  evidently  was  to  provide  a  con- 
venient tribunal  for  obtaining  a  speedy  decision  upon  any  questions 
of  trifling  importance  which  might  arise  during  the  construction 
of  the  works  of  the  railway,  but  it  never  could  have  been  intended 
that  a  question  of  serious  damage^  such  as  the  Plaintiff  now  raises. 
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streams  or  springs  of  water  ns  would 
have  supplied  the  cattle  of  such  person 
if  the  said  railway  had  not  been  made, 
or  from  any  other  source  or  feeder  whioh 
can  lawfully  be  obtained  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said 
company,  and  they  are  hereby  required, 
from  time  to  time  to  make  such  and  so 
many  watercourses  and  drains  by  the 
side  o^  and  along,  or  under  the  said 
railway,  or  in,  through,  over,  and  across 
any  lands  thereto  adjoining,  of  such 
dimensions  and  in  such  manner  and 
with  ^ch  proj^r  and  convenient 
bridges  over  and  tunnels  under  the 
same  respectively  as  any  two  or  more 
justices  of  the  peace,  acting  within  their 
jurisdiction,  shall  from  time  to  time 
judge  necessary  and  appoint,  in  case 
there  shall  be  any  dispute  about  the 
same,  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  water 
io  the  said  watering-places  respectively, 
and  all  such  arches,  tunnels,  culverts, 
watercourses,  drains,  and  other  passages 
shall  from  time  to  time  be  supix)rted, 
maintained,  cleansed,  and  kept  in  good 
and  sufficient  repair  by  the  said  com- 
pany ;  and  if  at  any  time  after  ten  days* 
notioe  in  writing  shall  be  given  by  or 


on  behalf  of  any  owner  or  occupier  of 
land  adjoining  or  lying  near  to  the  said 
railway,  to  the  said  company,  that  the 
said  tunnels,  arches,  culverts,  drains 
watercourses,  or  other  passages,  or  any 
of  them,  are  not  made  or  being  made> 
are  not  cleansed,  maintained,  and  re- 
paired according,  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  this  Act,  the  said  company 
shall  not  proceed  to  make  or  cleanse, 
maintain  and  re|)air  (as  the  case  may 
be),  such  arches,  tunnels,  culverts, 
drains,  watercourses,  or  other  passages, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  person  to 
apply  for  an  order  in  writing  to  any 
two  or  more  justices  of  the  peace,  acting 
within  their  jurisdiction,  from  time  to 
time,  as  often  as  there  shall  be  occasion  ; 
and  the  said  justices  are  hereby  em- 
powered at  their  discretion  to  make  and 
grant  such  order  as  aforesaid,  enabling 
such  person  to  make  or  cleanse  and 
repair  such  arches,  tunnels,  culverts, 
watercourses,  drains,  and  other  passages 
accordingly ;  and  the  reasonable  expenses 
thereof  (to  be  ascertained  by  such  jus- 
tices) shall  be  defrayed  by  the  said 
company,  to  be  recoverable  by  distress^ 
as  therein  mentioned.** 
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V.-C.  M.     should  be  decided  by  the  justices  of  the  county.   The  justices  would 

1870       have  no  power  to  compel  the  company  to  effect  such  alterations  aa 

Hood       the  Plaintiff  requires  by  his  bill,  nor  could  they  give  full  relief 

N^TH      ^y  awarding  damages  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill.    The 

Eabtebw  76th  section  of  the  Act  applies  distinctly  to  accommodation  works 
—  required  by  the  landowners  before  the  completion  of  the  railway ; 
and  the  81st  section  has  reference  only  to  the  construction  of  water 
accommodation  for  cattle ;  and  it  is  enacted  that,  if  the  required 
works  are  not  effected,  any  person  may  apply  for  an  order  to  do 
the  works  himself.  This  does  not  apply  to  the  reconstruction  of 
enlverts  and  drains  under  the  railway  of  the  serious  nature  now^ 
rendered  necessary. 

That  this  Court  is  the  proper  tribunal  for  the  present  appli- 
cation, is  established  by  the  various  cases  which  have  been  de- 
cided ;  but,  under  any  circumstances,  there  is  a  concurrent  juris- 
diction, and  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  choose  his  own  tribunal^ 
and  to  come  to  this  Court  if  he  thinks  it  best  calculated  to  remedy 
the  evil  complained  of.  And  this  he  may  do,  notwithstanding  the 
time  which  has  elapsed  since  the  completion  of  the  railway. 

In  AUometf'Oenerdl  v.  Leeds  Corporoiion  (1)  the  Court  inter- 
fered, at  the  suit  of  a  landowner,  to  restrain  the  pollution  of  a  river, 
which  was  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
although  the  sewer  had  been  completed  and  in  operation  sixteen 
years  before  proceedings  were  taken;  and  in  Hood  v.  North 
Eastern  Railway  Company  (2)  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, requiring  a  railway  company  to  use  a  particular  station  as  a 
first-class  station  for  the  stoppage  of  all  ordinary  trains,  were  en- 
forced, though  the  railway  was  completed  in  1842,  and  the  bill  was 
not  filed  till  1869 ;  and  in  Gordon  v.  Cheltenham  and  Great  Western 
BaUway  Company  (3)  it  was  laid  down  that  acquiescence  would 
not  deprive  a  landowner  of  his  remedy.  The  sections  of  this  Act 
require  the  justices  to  act  by  way  of  arbitrators  to  decide  upon 
the  method  of  carrying  out  the  drainage  and  other  works,  but 
here  the  bill  seeks  an  entire  alteration  in  the  construction  of  the 
works,  which  the  magistrates  would  have  no  power  to  order.  It 
may  be  that  in  making  the  necessary  alteration  the  railway  will 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  583.  (2)  Uw  Bep.  5  Ch.  525. 

(3)  2  BaUw.  Gaa.  800. 
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for  a  time  be  stopped ;  bat  in  Baphael  t.  Thames  Valley  BaUway    y.^.  m. 
Company  (1)  it  was  decided  that  a  railway  company  coald  not  set       isro 
up  the  inconvenience  to  the  public,  by  the  interference  with  the       Bjood 
traffic,  as  a  reason  for  not  performing  an  agreement.  «• 

This  Coort  cannot  refuse  to  interfere  when  it  is  shewn  that  the    EASTsiur 
company  has  exceeded  its  powers:  Biver  Dim  Namgaiion  Gam-  ^      ' 

pony  V.  North  Midland  BaUway  Gompcmy  (2) ;  and  in  Agar  y. 
Beyeni's  Canal  Company  (3),  Lord  Eldon  said  the  companies  must 
be  kept  within  the  powers  which  the  Acts  gave  them.  In  Hodges 
on  BaQway  Companies  (4)  it  is  laid  down  that  this  Court  will 
interfere  where  roads,  bridges,  stations,  or  other  works  are  con- 
structed contrary  to  the  provisions  contained  in  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  where  works  are  without  authority  constructed  which 
have  a  direct  tendency  tb  injure  the  adjoining  lands. 

Attorney  "General  v.  West  Hartlepool  Improvement  Commis- 
sioners (5)  is  a  case  in  which  Yice-Cbancellor  James  expressed  a 
strong  opinion  respecting  the  propriety  of  applying  to  the  Court, 
and  of  the  Court  retaining  a  jurisdiction  which  it  could  quite  as 
well  exercise  as  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions. 

It  further  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  Plaintiff  offered  to 
refer  the  subject  of  his  complaint  to  two  engineers,  and  proposed 
that  his  engineer  should  meet  the  company's  engineer,  that  they 
might  ascertain  what  alteration  could  be  effected  in  the  drainage 
to  remedy  the  complaint ;  but  this  proposal  was  not  acceded  to  by 
the  company,  who  therefore  rendered  it  necessary  for  the  Plaintiff 
to  file  the  present  bill. 

Mr.  Bristowe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Williamson,  for  the  railway  com- 
pany:— 

When  the  Legislature  has  provided  an  efficient  tribunal  for 
the  decision  of  particular  grievances  it  is  not  the  habit  of  this 
Court  to  interfere  with  such  enactments,  and  to  take  upon  itself 
the  duties  which  can  be  better  and  more  cheaply  performed  by 
the  proper  authorities.  We  do  not  say  that  this  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction,  but  we  submit  that  the  proper  tribunal  is  that  of  the 

f  (1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  147.  (3)  Coop.  G.  77. 

(2)  1  Bailw.  Gas.  135.  (4)  Page  6. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  10  £q.  152. 
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Y.-G.  M.  justices  in  petty  sessions  for  the  trial  of  all  such  questions  as  may 

1S70  arise  between  landowners  and  railway  companies  in  the  construe* 

Hood  ^^^^  ^^  railway  works.     We  also  submit  that  this  is  not  a  case  in 

NouTH  ^vhich  the  Court  would  be  justified  in  interfering,  even  if  it  had 

Eastern  a  concurrent  jurisdiction,  since  it  would  be  extremely  diflScult,  if 

Ha II  WAY  Co 

I—.  not  impossible,  for  a  Judge  in  Equity  to  decide  without  actual 
inspection  of  the  locality,  or  without  the  expensive  process  of 
sending  experienced  engineers  to  report  upon  the  subject,  what 
would  be  the  proper  remedy,  suppose  any  remedy  is  required, 
while  the  magistrates  residing  on  the  spot  may  ascertain  the 
merits  of  the  case  and  the  justice  of  the  complaint  without  any 
inconvenience ;  that  the  proper  tribunal  pointed  out  by  the  Act  of 
Parliament  is  the  petty  sessions  it  is  impossible  to  doubt  The  two 
sections  referred  to  must  be  read  together,  and  there  is  no  question 
but  that  the  Act  directs  the  justices  to  order  what  works  shall  be 
constructed,  both  during  the  formation  of  the  railway  and  after  its 
completion,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  proper  drainage  and  other 
necessary  accommodation  works  required  by  landowners. 

In  this  case  the  railway  has  actually  been  open  to  the  public  for 
twenty-nine  years,  and  the  works  complained  of  are  in  the  same 
state  as  they  always  have  been.  There  is  no  greater  quantity  of 
water  now  upon  the  Plaintiff's  land  than  there  has  been  during 
the  whole  of  this  period,  and  no  complaint  was  made  by  the  Plain- 
tiff s  predecessor  regarding  the  eflBciency  of  the  drainage.  If 
Mr.  Hood's  complaint  is  one  which  would  involve  an  extensive 
alteration  of  works  which  have  always  existed,  then  he  is  too  late 
in  coming  to  this  Court,  as  a  serious  injury  would  be  caused  to  the 
railway.  But  if  the  complaint  involves  no  more  than  the  lowering 
of  a  drain,  which  might  be  effected  without  detriment  to  the  works 
of  the  railway,  then  he  can  obtain  such  redress  as  be  may  be 
entitled  to  by  an  application  to  the  justices. 

There  is  no  reported  case  in  which  such  an  application  has  ever 
been  granted  by  this  Court ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  similar  applica- 
tions have  always  been  refused.  Mr.  Kerr^  in  his  book  upon 
Injunctions,  well  expresses  it  when  he  says  (1) :  "  The  question  for 
the  Court  to  consider,  when  its  interposition  is  souglit  in  cases 
where  a  remedy  may  be  had  in  the  courts  of  ordinary  jurisdiction, 

(1)  Page  6. 
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is,  whether  the  remedy  there  given  is  sufiScient  and  adequate  for     V.-O.  M, 
the  purpose  of  justice."     In  this  case  the  powers  given  to  the        1870 
justices  are  quite  sufficient  and  adequate  for  the  purpose  of  doing       hood 
justice  between  the  parties,  and  the  Court  will  not  interfere  when      nqbth 
there  is  a  tribuBal  appointed  by  the  Legislature  competent  to     Kastseh 

decide  the  matter  at  issue.     In  Martin  v.  Pawning  (1)  the  Court        

declined  to  interfere  in  a  case  before  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  on 
the  ground  that  that  Court  had  sufficient  power  to  enable  it  to 
deal  with  the  question ;  and  in  Stone  v.  Thomas  (2)  it  was  decided 
that,  although  there  was  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  Chancery,  it 
was  not  expedient  to  interfere  with  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  which 
had  complete  jurisdiction  to  decide  the  question.  So  also  in 
Berkeley  v.  Bicker,  before  your  Honour  on  the  31st  of  May,  1867, 
yonr  Honour  came  to  the  conclusion  not  to  interfere  with  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court 

Therefore,  it  is  clearly  established  that,  where  there  is  another 
tribunal  sufficient  and  adequate  to  administer  justice,  this  Court 
will  refuse  to  exercise  a  concurrent  jurisdiction.  Under  any  cir- 
cumstances, the  Plaintiff  should  have  made  his  application  in  the 
first  instance  to  the  justices,  where,  at  a  trifling  expense,  he  might 
have  had  his  complaint  heard,  before  going  to  the  serious  expense 
of  instituting  a  suit  in  Chancery. 

3Ir.  PearsaUy  in  reply. 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

The  Plaintiff  purchased  this  estate,  called  the  Pepper  HaU  estate, 
from  Lord  Alvanley  in  1863.  Through  that  estate  the  railway 
runs,  and  was  constructed,  completed,  and  opened  for  public  traffic 
in  the  year  1841,  being  twenty-eight  years  before  this  bill  was 
filed.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  railway  company,  when  they  con- 
structed their  works,  to  make  proper  culverts,  bridges,  and  accom- 
modation works  of  every  kind,  and  the  obligation  is  strongly  thrown 
on  the  company  by  this  particular  Act  of  Parliament,  which 
was  passed  in  1839,  long  before  those  general  Acts  of  8  Yict, 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  the  Railway  Clauses  Act,  and  so  forth, 
which  are  now  so  frequently  referred  to.     These  obligations,  by  the 

(1)  Uw^Rep.  4  Ch.  356.      .  (2)  Law  Eep.  6  Ch.  219. 
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y.-a  M.     76ih,  77th,  and  the  following  sections,  are  specified  in  language  as 
1870        distinct  as  it  is  in  any  of  the  general  Acts,  and  probably  eyen 
Hood       more  so,  and  the  nsnal  power  is  given  to  landowners,  if  they  are 
North       dissatisfied  as  to  any  of  the  accommodation  works,  whether  they 
Eabtbbn     are  gates,  culverts,  bridges,  or  anything  whatever  coming  mider 
...      '  the  denomination  of  accommodation  works,  to  apply  to  two  justices, 
who  can  decide  what  those  works  should  be,  and  who  have  com- 
plete power  of  making  such  orders  on  the  railway  company  as 
would  oblige  them  to  construct  the  necessary  and  proper  accom- 
modation works. 

This  railway  having  been  completed  in  1841,  was  then  opened 
for  public  trafiSc,  and  I  must  assume  that  the  works  were  done  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  then  owner  of  the  Pepper  HaU  estate.  Lord 
Alvanlet/y  and  were  constructed  in  a  proper  manner.  No  serious 
complaint  seems  to  have  been  made,  and  no  steps  were  ever  taken, 
and  no  bill  in  Chancery  was  filed.  It  has  not  even  been  suggested 
that  any  application  to  the  justices  was  ever  made,  or  that  in  any 
distinct  shape  whatever  cuay  disapprobation  or  dissatisfaction  at 
the  mode  of  constructing  this  railway  was  ever  expressed.  The 
Plaintiff  acquired  his  title  in  the  year  1863 ;  consequently,  twenty- 
two  years  before  he  became  entitled  to  the  Pepper  Hall  estate,  this 
railway  had  been  constructed,  and  I  must  assume  that  proper  cul- 
verts and  proper  drains  were  made,  and  that  everything  was  in  a 
satisfactory  state  of  completeness.  This  gentleman,  however,  now 
complains,  and  I  assume,  for  the  purpose  of  my  decision  (and  that 
has  been  the  basis  of  the  argument  I  have  heard),  that  he  has 
some  ground  of  complaint. 

The  question  I  have  now  to  decide  is,  whether,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  matter  should  be  gone  into  before  me.  The  sub- 
stance of  the  Plaintiff's  case  is  stated  to  be  that,  there  being  a 
culvert  at  the  point  indicated  in  the  plan  which  ought  to  be  so  low 
as  to  carry  off  all  the  water  which  is  collected  at  a  particular  point, 
is,  in  fact,  so  constructed  that  it  is  about  ten  or  twelve  inches  too 
high  at  the  bottom,  that  the  water  is  there  accumulated,  and 
instead  of  being  carried  away  by  this  culvert  it  runs  off  and  inun- 
dates the  Plaintiff's  land,  and  that  he  has  great  complaints  from 
his  tenant,  who  says  that  he  cannot  continue  to  occupy  the  land 
unless  that  state  of  things  is  altered.    Assuming  that  to  be  the 
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case,  if  there  is  a  defect  now^  there  was  a  defect  twenty-eight  years     Y.-O.  M. 
aga    I  haye  heard  no  reason  assigned  why  there  should  be  more       1S70 
water  now  then  there  was  when  the  railway  was  made.    There  has       hood 
been  no  brook  brought  there  and  no  source  of  water  drained  there      ^^' 
that  I  have  heard  of;  and  if  it  is  the  surface  water  arising  from     Eastern' 

the  natural  drainage  of  the  country^  that  may  be  caused  by  the       

rains,  in  which,  taking  one  year  with  another,  there  is  very  little 
Yariation.  I  cannot  therefore  assume  that  there  is  any  greater 
quantity  of  water  there  now  than  there  has  been  on  the  average  of 
the  twenty-nine  years  during  which  the  railway  has  been  opened. 

The  point  I  have  to  decide  is,  whether  this  is  a  question  for  the 
interference  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  ?  If  it  is  a  proper  case  for 
this  Courts  it  would  not  depend  on  the  greater  or  lesser  injury 
arising  from  the  defective  state  of  the  culvert  or  drain,  but  I 
should  be  obliged  to  lay  down  the  rule  and  act  upon  it,  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  that  wherever,  in  consequence  of  a  defective  drain 
or  a  culvert  being  made  too  small  or  too  large,  or  whatever  it  may 
be,  injury  is  caused,  however  small,  provided  it  amounts  to  the 
extent  which  gives  a  right  to  maintain  a  suit  in  Chancery,  namely, 
£10,  this  Court  is  to  be  the  tribunal  m  which  all  such  questions 
are  to  be  decided.  Anything  more  unjust,  more  detrimental,  in 
my  opinion,  to  the  interests  of  the  persons  complaining  could 
hardly  be.  The  Legislature  has  foreseen  that  such  complaints 
would  exist,  and  it  has  foreseen  that  there  might  be  questions 
between  the  parties  as  to  what  were  the  proper  drains,  culverts, 
bridges,  and  so  forth — all  the  accommodation  works  enumerated 
in  the  particular  public  Acts — and  seeing,  therefore,  that  it  would 
be  exceedingly  difScult  for  any  of  the  great  tribunals  of  this 
country  to  decide  them,  and  knowing  that  such  disputes  could  be 
easQy  decided  by  persons  of  competent  knowledge,  ability,  and 
fairness,  it  has  committed  the  decision  of  all  such  questions  to  the 
justices  of  the  district  sitting  in  petty  sessions.  Applying  that 
rule  to  this  case  as  a  rule  of  convenience,  and  assuming  that 
this  gentleman  has  some  ground  of  complaint,  why  could  he  not 
have  brought  it  before  the  neighbouring  justices  ?  Does  he  so  dis- 
trust his  neighbours  that  he  cannot  leave  it  to  them  to  look  at  this 
place  and  say  whether  there  is  sufficient  drainage  for  him  ?  I  enter- 
tain no  doubt  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  this 
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V.-O.  M.     particular  Act  of  Parliament,  afterwards  embodied  in  the  General 

1870        Acts  of  8  Yict.,  in  all  these  questions  of  accommodation  works, 

Hood       whether  in  the  construction  of  the  line  originally  or  in  the  con- 

KoBTH      ti  nuance  of  the  works,  that  all  such  questions  should  be  referred  to 

Eastbbv  the  immediate  and  neighbouring  tribunal,  namely,  two  justices,  who 
_  probably  would  inspect  the  place  and  decide  what  should  be  done. 
It  is  said  that  thi3  Act  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case. 
I  think  the  Defendant's  counsel  is  possibly  right  in  saying  that 
the  76th  section  and  the  81st  section  must  be  taken  together. 
The  76th  section  provides,  *'  That  the  company  shall,  at  their  own 
expense,  after  any  part  of  the  railway  shall  have  been  laid  out  and 
formed,  forthwith  make  and  erect,  and  from  time  to  time  maintain, 
such  and  so  many  convenient  gates  in,  upon,  or  adjoining  the  said 
railway,  and  such  and  so  many  bridges,  culverts,  drains,  &c.,  over, 
under,  or  by  the  side  of,  or  leading  to  or  from  the  said  railway,  of 
such  dimensions  and  in  such  manner  as  two  or  more  justices  of  the 
peace,  acting  within  their  jurisdiction,  shall,  upon  the  application  of 
the  owner  or  occupier  of  any  lands,  judge  necessary  and  appoint" 
Then  it  goes  on  to  decide  what  shall  be  done  in  the  case  of  any  dis- 
pute. Therefore  all  the  acdbmmodation  works  are  to  be  prescribed 
by  the  justices  if  the  parties  differ.  Then  the  Slst  section,  upon 
which  the  question  immediately  turns,  provides,  "  That  the  said 
company  shall  from  time  to  time,  at  their  own  expense,  make  such 
arches,  tunnels,  culverts,  drains,  &c.,  of  such  dimensions  as  shall  be 
sufficient  at  all  times  to  convey  the  water  from  the  lands  adjoining 
without  obstructing  or  impounding  the  water  to  the  prejudice  of 
any  of  the  said  lands,  and  also  make  proper  watering-places  for 
cattle"  in  the  particular  cases  pointed  out. 

Now,  supposing  this  question  had  arisen  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
these  arches,  tunnels,  culverts,  and  drains  during  the  construction 
of  the  works,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  Court  would  not 
have  been  the  proper  tribunal  to  decide  that  question,  but  they 
must  have  applied  to  the  justices  under  the  76th  and  8l8t  sec- 
tions. I  believe  there  are  no  cases  reported,  except  those  of  CocUe$ 
V.  Clarence  Railway  Company  (1)  and  Manser  v.  Hadem  Counties 
JRatlway  Company  (2),  exactly  bearing  upon  the  point.  In  the 
course  of  my  experience  I  have  not  known  of  any  case  in  which 
(I)  1  Kuss.  &  My.  181  (2)  2  Hailw.  Cas.  380. 
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this  Court  has  interfered  upon  the  application  of  a  landowner  as  V.-o.  M. 
to  accommodation  works  to  be  proyided  for  him  in  the  construction        1870 

of  the  railway.     This  Court  always  has  interfered,  and  always  will  ^^ 

interfere^  where  railway  companies,  in  constructing  their  lines,  go  ,,*• 

beyond  their  Parliamentary  powers.    If  they  do  not  construct  a  Eastbbn 

.                            .                   .                                   Railway  Co. 
road  with  a  proper  gradient,  or  otherwise,  according  to  their  posi-       

tive  contract,  or  according  to  the  requisitions  of  the  Act,  then 
wherever  there  is  an  excess  of  the  Parliamentary  powers  this 
Court  will  interfere  to  keep  the  railway  company  within  those 
powera  But  wh«i  it  is  merely  a  question  of  accommodation 
works,  I  apprehend  it  is  not  the  practice  of  this  Court,  and  never 
has  been,  to  interfere  in  those  trivial  matters,  but  they  are  left  to 
be  decided,  as  the  Act  requires  they  should  be  decided,  by  the 
neighbouring  justices.  The  case  of  Coates  y.  Clarence  Railway 
Company  (1)  is  a  remarkable  instance,  but  it  has  been  shewn  that  it 
does  not  apply  to  this  case*  That  arose  during  the  construction  of 
the  railway,  and  the  act  there  being  done  by  the  company  was  a  very 
wanton  act ;  besides  which,  whilst  they  could  do  what  they  needed 
without  injuring  the  PlaintiflF,  they  were  doing  it  in  such  a  maimer 
as  to  inflict  injury  upon  him.  This  Court,  in  the  exercise  of  the 
jurisdiction  inherent  in  it,  made  the  railway  company  construct 
their  works  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  injure  the  Plaintiff.  That 
arose  during  the  construction  of  the  works,  but  it  has  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  a  question  arising  between  the  company  and 
a  landowner  many  years  after  the  works  have  been  constructed. 
If  I  am  right  in  saying  that  the  Court  would  not  nave  mxeriereu 
during  the  progress  of  the  works,  then  these  works  are  to  be  main- 
tained so  as  to  be  sufficient  at  all  times  to  carry  off  the  water. 
The  Act  provides,  '^  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  company, 
and  they  are  hereby  required  from  time  to  time,  to  make  such 
and  so  many  watercourses  and  drains  by  the  side  of  and  along  or 
under  the  said  railway,  or  in,  through,  over,  and  across  any  lands 
thereto  adjoining,  of  such  dimensions,  and  in  such  manner,  and 
with  such  proper  and  convenient  bridges  over  and  tunnels  under 
the  same  respectively,  as  any  two  or  more  justices  of  the  peace, 
acting  within  their  jurisdiction,  shall  from  time  to  time  judge 
necessary."     It  is  said  this  refers  to  water  accommodation  for 

(1)  1  Russ.  &  My.  181. 
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V.-G.  M.     cattle.    I  do  not  read  it  so.     The  first  part  of  the  section  is,  that 

1870        they  are  to  make  all  these  proper  works.    They  are  to  maintain 

Hood       them  at  all  times,  and  they  are  to  make  such  as  the  justices  shall 

NoBTH      prescribe.    It  appears  to  me  that,  according  to  the  Act  of  Parlia- 

Eabtbbk^  ment,  the  application  to  the  justices  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
—  any  right  whatever.  They  are  to  prescribe  what  is  to  be  done. 
If  there  should  be  any  difference  of  opinion  during  the  progress  of 
the  works,  the  justices  shall  decide ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  they 
must  decide,  if  any  dispute  arise  after  the  works  have  been  con- 
structed, and  so  long  as  they  shall  continue  to  exist.  ^*  And  in 
case  there  shall  be  any  dispute  about  the  same  for  the  purpose  of 
conveying  water  to  the  said  watering-places  respectively/'  I  do 
not  read  those  words  as  restricting  the  generality  of  the  enactment, 
but  I  hold  tbat,  in  accordance  with  what  has  gone  before,  the  works 
to  be  made  and  maintained  are  such  as  are  to  be  prescribed  by  the 
justices.  It  then  proceeds : — [His  Honour  then  read  the  remainder 
of  the  81st  section.]  Nothing,  therefore,  can  be  more  extensive 
than  the  powers  of  the  justices.  They  have  an  absolute,  uncon- 
trolled discretion  to  prescribe  what  works  are  to  be  made,  and 
the  company  are  required  to  do  what  they  prescribe.  It  may  be 
that  a  mandamus  would  lie  against  the  company  to  compel 
them  to  do  it  But,  at  all  events,  if  the  company  do  not  do 
it,  then  the  justices,  having  taken  such  opinions  as  they  think 
proper,  may  give  the  landowner  himself  the  power  of  doing  it,  and 
the  power  of  recovering  the  expenses  if  not  paid  within  ten  days. 
He  can  recover  those  expenses,  not  by  an  action,  but  by  distress, 
as  if  for  rent  due.  These  powers  being  so  extensive,  upon  what 
principle  it  was  that  this  gentleman,  before  he  instituted  this 
Chancery  suit,  did  not  call  those  powers  into  action  I  do  not 
understand ;  because  the  justices  then  could  have  done  that  which 
it  is  impossible  for  me  to  do,  and  without  which  I  am  perfectly 
satisfied  no  man  will  ever  thoroughly  understand  the  merits  of  the 
case,  namely,  go  and  look  at  the  place,  and  see  what  is  the  extent 
of  damage,  and  what  is  the  proper  remedy  to  be  applied.  I  have 
no  doubt  whatever  that  if  he  had  taken  that  course,  at  a  twentieth 
part  of  the  expense  which  has  now  been  incurred,  the  whole  thing 
might  have  been  set  right  Therefore  I  think  it  highly  inex- 
pedient that  this  Court  should  hold  out  encouragement  to  every 
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TexatioQS  and  litigious  landowner  who  has  a  trifling  evil  of  this     Y.-G.  M. 
kind  to  complain  ot  and  who,  instead  of  going  to  the  tribunal        1870 
pointed  out  by  the  Legislature,  should  harass  his  opponents  by       -g^QQ^ 
a  Chancery  suit  to  do  that  which  would  be  done  much  better  by      v<r**H 
the  justices^  and  which  this  Court  cannot  satisfactorily  do.    If  I     Eastbbv 
were  to  hear  the  whole  evidence  in  the  case,  the  result  would  pro-        — — 
bably  be  that  I  should  be  unable  to  arrive  at  any  conclusion,  and 
I  should  probably  put  it  to  the  parties  whether  they  would  agree 
to  appoint  some  engineer  to  state  what  ought  to  be  done.     Or  if  I 
adopted  the  other  course,  and  said  something  ought  to  be  done, 
and  that  there  should  be  damages,  I  should  have  to  refer  it  to 
Chambers,  for  my  Chief  Clerk  to  ascertain  what  damages  should  be 
paid.    There  would  be  a  warfare  of  affidavits  upon  that,  and  he 
would  probably  find  a  sum,  and  I  should  be  asked  to  find  another ; 
and  if  I  difiered  &om  him  it  would  very  likely  go  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor or  the  Lords  Justices,  who  would  find  something  different 
from  either ;  and  then  it  might  go  to  the  House  of  Lords,  who 
would  find  something  different  from  either  the  Chief  Clerk  or  my- 
self or  the  Court  of  Appeal.     My  strong  impression  is,  that  this 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction ;  but  whether  I  have  jurisdiction  or  not 
I  am  perfectly  satisfied  it  is  a  jurisdiction,  if  I  have  it,  which  I 
should  be  most  slow  to  exercise,  and  that  no  encouragement  ought 
to  be  held  oat  if  litigants  of  this  class  to  come  to  this  Court  in 
matters  so  insignificant,  and  which,  I  repeat,  can  be  so  much  better 
and  more  speedily  decided  elsewhere. 

With  regard  to  the  principle  applicable  to  the  case,  I  have 
had  occasion  myself  to  consider  it  in  two  cases,  that  of  Berkeley  v. 
Dieker  and  Brown  v.  Brawn  (1),  where  I  was  asked  to  restrain 
proceedings  before  other  tribunals.  I  did  not  question  that  in  both 
cases  I  had  jurisdiction,  but  I  was  perfectly  satisfied  that  it  would 
be  most  inexpedient  for  me  to  exercise  it.  With  regard  to  the 
oases  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Lof  ds  Justices  of  Martin 
T.  Powninff  (2)  and  Stone  v.  Thomas  (3),  I  think  they  are  entirely 
applicable  here.  Those  were  questions  which  arose  upon  the 
administration  of  the  trusts  of  deeds  executed  under  the  Bank- 
r^cy  Ad,     It  was  decided  that  this  Court  has   jurisdiction 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  185.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Cli.  356. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  219. 
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Y.-0.  M.     wherever  there  is  a  trust  created  to  carry  it  into  execution,  and  to 

1870        do  whatever  is  necessary  under  that  trust.    But  there,  there  was  a 

^^^       jurisdiction  in  Chancery,  and  the  Vice-Chancellor  Stuari,  upon  the 

••   .      principle  of  there  being  a  concurrent  jurisdiction,  entertained  the 

EABTiEBir     bills  in  those  cases ;  at  least  he  did  so  in  one,  and  declined  to 

iLWAY  0.  ^ggj Jq  ^j^g  other,  because  the  contrary  had  been  decided  by  the 

Court  of  Appeal  in  Martin  v.  Pawning  (1).  In  both  those  cases, 
the  Lord  Chancellor  in  one,  and  the  Lords  Justices  in  the  other, 
decided  that,  although  there  was  concurrent  jurisdiction,  it  was 
inexpedient  that  it  should  be  exercised,  because  there  was  a  com- 
plete and  much  better  jurisdiction,  and  that  it  was  right  to  go  to 
that  which  was  the  proper  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose.  Upon  the 
same  principle,  if  I  have  jurisdiction — which  I  am  strongly  im- 
pressed I  have  not,  for  it  appears  to  me  that,  upon  the  proper 
construction  of  the  Act,  the  order  of  the  justices  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  any'order  whatever — I  am  perfectly  clear  it  is  one  I 
ought  not  to  exercise,  and  that  every  discouragement  ought  to 
be  placed  in  the  way  of  such  questions  as  this  being  brought 
before  the  Court.  I  acted  on  the  same  principle  in  a  case  of 
Dawes  v.  Rowland^  where  the  bill  was  filed  to  restrain  the  con- 
tinuation of  a  trespass.  I  did  not  entertain  any  doubt  there 
that  I  had  jurisdiction,  but  I  was  very  clearly  of  opinion  that  it 
was  a  case  in  which  I  ought  not  to  exercise  it,  because  the  case 
wa8  very  insignificant,  and  because,  at  a  twentieth  part  of  the 
expense,  the  whole  question  between  the  parties  might  have  been 
decided  by  an  action  of  trespass  in  the  adjoining  County  Court. 
On  that  ground  I  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs.  I  am  very  glad 
that  there  was  an  appeal  from  my  decision,  which  was  confirmed ; 
the  result  was  that  the  appeal  was  dismissed  with  costs.  I  think 
that  decision  is  not  without  importance  in  the  present  case. 

Looking,  therefore,  at  every  view  I  am  capable  of  taking,  having 
regard  to  all  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited,  most  of  which 
are  cases  with  regard  to  breaches  of  positive  contract  by  public 
companies,  or  their  going  beyond  their  Parliamentary  powers,  in 
each  of  which  cases  this  Court  always  interferes,  it  appears  to  me, 
on  all  these  grounds,  my  duty  is  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
this  is  a  case  in  which  the  bill  ought  not  to  have  been  filed,  that  it 

(1)  Law  Bep.  4  Ch.  356. 
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18  not  a  proper  case  to  bring  before  this  Court,  and  therefore  that      v.-C^M. 
the  bill  must  be  dismissed.  '  187D 

Then  comes  the  question  of  costs.  Upon  that  I  feel  consider-  hood 
able  difficulty.  This  bill  ought  not  to  have  been  filed,  and  north 
therefore  it  appears  to  me  that  it  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs,     Eastern 

Qp  to  a  certain  time ;  but  I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  that  the        

Plaintiff  ought  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  evidence,  because  I  think  it 
was  a  proper  case  to  have  been  heard  at  once  by  demurrer  upon 
the  question  of  jurisdiction,  which  would  have  saved  the  expense 
of  evidence.  Then,  after  that  time  I  am  not  satisfied  with  the 
induct  of  the  railway  company  in  preventing  a  meeting  of  both 
engineers,  which  was  proposed  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  might  pro* 
bably  have  come  to  some  arrangement  for  effecting  the  works 
required  by  the  Plaintiff.  Therefore,  under  all  the  circumstances, 
I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed 
ivithout  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  Darley. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  WmiaTmon^  HiU,  &  Co. 


Nov.  12. 


In  re  MERCANTILE  TRADING  COMPANY.  V.-c.  M. 

SCHRODER'S  CASE.  ^^'^ 

-Sham  in  a  Company-^Fayment  hy  Confederate  Bondt — Fotver  of  JDiredors  to 

receive  Money*8  Worth, 

Upon  an  adjourned  Bummons  to  place  the  name  of  a  holder  of  shares  on 
the  list  of  contrihutories  of  a  oompany  formed  for  running  the  blockade  of 
the  Confederate  States,  it  appeared  that  the  managing  director  had  agreed 
to  accept  Confederate  or  cotton  bonds  in  payment  of  the  amount  due  for  the 
.shares,  and  that  the  shareholder  was  credited  with  the  amount  in  the  com- 
pany's ledger,  and  his  shares  entered  as  fully  paid  up.  A  letter  was  sub- 
sequently written  by  the  managing  director  to  the  shareholder,  intimating 
that  payment  in  bonds  would  be  taken  from  subscribers  for  increased  capital 
for  only  so  much  as  they  produced  in  money.  The  Ixmds,  at  the  time  they 
were  accepted,  were  saleable  st  the  price  at  which  they  were  received  in 
paj'ment,  but  became  afterwards  worthless :-» 

Edd,  that  the  directors  had  power  to  receive  money's  worth  in  payment  of 
ahares ;  that  the  Confederate  bonds  having  been  accepted  as  payment,  and 
the  shareholder  credited  with  the  amount^  and  ^the  shares  entered  as  fully 
Tou  XI.  1  2 
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V.-C.  M.  paid  up,  he  could  not  now  be  placed  on  the  list  of  contributoriesy  and  that 

1870  ^^  letter  of  the  director  having  been  written  after  the  agreement  was  part 

^'-v^  performed  did  not  invalidate  the  original  transaction. 

Sghbqdeb'b    ^m^ 

^jff '  X  HIS  was  an  adjourned  summons  upon  the  application  of  Baron 
Schroder  that  his  name  might  be  removed  from  the  list  of  contribu- 
tori^s  in  respect  of  five  shares  in  the  Merca/niile  Trading  Companyr 
Limited. 

The  company  was  registered  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862^  on 
the  27th  of  June,  1868.  The  objects  of  the  company,  as  stated 
in  the  memorandum  of  association,  were  the  purchase  of  goods  and 
ships  for  export  and  transmission  to  America  for  sale  or  barter  and 
return  and  sale  of  goods  from  thence,  and  the  chartering  or 
freighting  of  ships,  and  all  other  matters  necessary  for  carrying  oa 
the  operations  of  the  company. 

The  real  object  for  which  the  company  was  formed  was  for 
sending  out  ships  to  run  the  blockade  of  the  Confederate  States, 
the  ships  being  freighted  with  merchandise  required  by  the  Con- 
federates, and  bringing  home  cotton  for  sale  in  this  country. 
Various  circumstances  connected  with  the  operations  of  the  com- 
pany during  the  short  period  of  its  existence  will  be  found  in  a 
previous  report :  Stringer's  Case  (1). 

The  capital  of  the  company  was  to  consist  of  150  shares  of  £1000 
each,  of  which  112  shares  were  taken  and  all  entered  as  fully 
paid  up.  Among  the  persons  entered  as  shareholders  was  Baron 
Schroder,  whose  name  appeared  as  the  holder  of  five  shares;  bat 
it  was  stated  that  he  took  them,  as  agent,  for  Mr.  Moffatt,  who 
admitted  his  liability  in  respect  of  them. 

It  was  in  evidence  that  Mr.  Moffatt  entered  into  an  arrange- 
ment with  Mr.  Stringer,  the  managing  director  of  the  company,, 
that  he  should  pay  for  the  five  shares  in  the  following  manner : 
that  is  to  say,  that  he  should  pay  £500  in  cash,  and  should  give 
five  Confederate  bonds  (or  cotton  bonds,  as  they  were  called),  at 
the  price  of  issue,  for  the  remainder  of  the  amount.  These  bonds, 
which  were  issued  by  the  Confederate  Government,  payable  either 
in  money  or  in  cotton  at  a  uniform  price  of  6d.  per  pound,  were 
issued  at  £90  per  cent.,  or  £900  for  each  bond,  and  it  was  alleged 
by  Baron  ScJiroder,  and  not  denied  by  the  official  liquidator,  that 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  476. 
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they  were  saleable  at  that  price  at  the  time  they  were  received  in     V.-O.  M. 
payment  for  the  five  shares.    Accordingly,  on  the  2nd  of  July,        1870 
1863,  Mr.  MoffaU  paid,  through  Baron  Schroder,  a  cheque  for   Schrodbb'i 
£500,  which  was  duly  cashed,  and  five  Confederate  bonds  valued  at         ^^' 
£4500,  making  up  the 'remainder  of  the  sum  due  for  the  purchase 
of  the  five  shares  in  this  company. 

It  appeared  by  the  ledger  of  the  company  that  the  transaction 
was  entered  in  this  form :  On  one  side  Baron  Schroder  was  debited 
with  £5000,  and  on  the  other  side  he  was  credited  with  £500 
cash  on  the  2nd  of  July,  and  Confederate  bonds  £5000,  taken  at 
£90  per  cent.,  £4500,  as  in  August,  by  which  the  account  was 
halanced,  and  the*shares  were  entered  in  the  share  register-book  of 
the  company  as  fully  paid  up. 

The  summons  was  opposed  by  the  official  liquidator  and  by  the 
Agra  <md  Maderman's  Bank,  who  were  the  principal  creditors  of 
the  company,  on  the  ground  that  the  directors  had  no  power  to 
receive  the  Confederate  bonds  in  payment  of  the  money  due  from 
Mr.  Mcffatl,  and  that  they  must  be  taken  to  have  been  accepted  as 
security  only  for  so  much  as  they  actually  produced.  The  bonds 
had  not  been  parted  with,  and  were  now  worthless,  and  conse* 
quently  it  was  contended  that  a  sum  of  £4500  was  still  due  from 
Mr.  Moffatl,  or  from  Baron  Schroder  as  his  agent ;  and  the  prin* 
cipal  evidence  relied  upon  was  a  letter  written  by  Mr.  Wringer, 
the  managing  director,  or  by  his  clerk  in  his  name,  to  Baron  , 

Schroder,  and  dated  the  28th  of  July,  1863,  to  the  following  effect : 
''  To  avoid  misunderstanding,  please  have  it  impressed  upon  the 
mind  of  the  gentlemen  who  subscribe  to  our  increased  capital  in 
Confederate  bonds  that  our  company  does  not  become  the  pur- 
chaser or  owner  of  the  bonds  so  subscribed,  but  merely  takes  them 
and  raises  the  money  on  them  for  their  account,  giving  them  an 
interest  in  the  stock  of  our  company  to  the  amount  so  raised." 

Baron  Schroder  was  cross-examined  viva  voce  upon  his  evidence 
given  in  the  cause. 

Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Marten,  for  Baron  Schroder : — 

There  is  no  dispute  about  the  facts  in  this  case.  All  the  prin- 
cipal facts  are  admitted ;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the 
Confederate  bonds  were  properly  received  by  the  directors  of  the 

L  2  2 
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y.-G.  M.  company  in  payment  of  the  money  due  upon  the  shares.  It  is  not 
1870  disputed  that  Baron  Schroder  paid  the  five  bonds  as  agent  for  Mr. 
Schroder's  Moffotty  or  that  Mr.  Stringer,  the  managing  director,  agreed  to  accept 
^^*  the  bonds.  There  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  bonds  were  not 
worth  90  per  cent.,  the  price  at  which  they  were  taken,  and  for 
that  sum  they  might  have  been  sold  in  the  London  market.  It 
was,  in  fact,  a  payment  of  money  or  money's  worth ;  and  it  was 
settled  in  Bmmmond^s  Case  (1),  in  PdTs  Case  (2),  and  in  other 
cases,  that  a  man  who  agrees  to  take  shares  in  a  company  is  not 
bound  to  pay  for  them  in  money,  but  may,  with  the  consent  of  the 
directors,  pay  in  money's  worth.  This  law  was  referred  to  ^n  In  re 
Bofflan  Hail  Colliery  Company  (3),  where  this  Court  said  it  was 
equally  clear  that  the  delivery  of  goods  or  money's  worth,  which  is 
to  relieve  from  the  payment  of  money,  must  be  something  given  to 
the  company  in  lieu  of  the  money  after  it  is  formed,  but  that  that 
which  is  given  to  the  company  before  its  formation  will  not  do. 
It  was  only  upon  the  last  portion  of  this  opinion,  as  to  giving 
money's  worth  before  the  formation  of  the  company,  that  the  Lords 
Justices  disagreed  with  the  decision  of  this  Court.  It  is  proved  by 
the  acts  of  the  company  themselves,  and  by  the  ledger  and  share 
books,  where  the  shares  are  entered  as  fully  paid  up,  that  these 
bonds  were  received  as  actual  payment  for  the  shares,  and  evidence 
is  admissible  to  shew  the  nature  of  the  consideration :  LeifehilcCs 
Case  (4).  The  letter  written  by  Mr.  Stringer,  or  by  his  clerk, 
cannot  alter  the  effect  of  a  distinct  agreement  partly  carried  into 
effect  before  the  letter  was  written,  and  must  therefore  be  taken  to 
refer  to  any  subsequent  transactions  of  a  similar  nature.  Under 
any  circumstances,  it  is  wrong  to  place  Baron  Schroder's  name  on 
the  list  of  contributories,  since  his  shares  are  entered  as  paid-up 
shares,  and  any  subsequent  claim  must  be  enforced  against  him  as 
a  debtor  to  the  company,  and  not  as  a  shareholder :  In  re  Marl- 
borough Club  Company  (5).  The  official  liquidator  has  no  right  to 
put  a  shareholder  fully  paid  up  upon  the  list  merely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  asking  him  all  soi-ts  of  questions  having  no  reference  to 
the  claim,  as  he  has  done  in  this  case. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  4  Ch.  772.  (3)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  362 ;  Vioe-Chan- 

(2)  Ibid.  5  Ch.  11.  cellor  Malinf  judgment  in  note. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  231.  (5)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  366. 
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Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hiffffins,  for  the  official  liquidator : —      y.-c.  M. 
Our  contention  is,  that  these  shares  never  were  fully  paid-up  shares,        ^^^ 


and  that  they  were  not  treated  as  cash  shares.  Assuming  that  the  Sghbodsb's 
bonds  were  taken  by  Mr.  Slrinffer  in  payment  of  the  sbares,  then  ^ 
we  say  it  was  ultra  vires,  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  of 
Parliament  under  which  this  company  was  formed,  nor  in  the  Act 
of  1862,  which  could  give  the  directors  power  to  receive  Confede- 
rate bonds  in  lieu  of  cash.  The  question  now  is  between  the 
creditors  and  contributories,  and  the  onus  is  upon  Baron  Schroder 
to  prove  that  he  paid  for  the  shares.  This  company  was  in  fact  a 
partner  of  the  Confederate  Government.  They  provided  ships  to 
supply  the  government  with  goods  and  to  bring  away  the  cotton 
which  was  stored  ready  for  them.  No  company  could  be  justified 
in  receiving  securities  of  such  a  doubtful  character  as  these  bonds 
were  without  the  sanction  of  the  shareholders ;  and  the  cases  of  the 
Baglan  EaU  CoUiery  Company  (1)  and  PelTa  Case  (2),  and  those 
of  a  similar  description,  do  not  apply,  since  those  were  cases  in  which 
the  company  received  goods  that  they  might  fairly  and  legitimately 
deal  in.  It  is  for  the  official  liquidator  to  see  that  the  money  said  to 
have  been  paid  is  accounted  for,  and  he  is  under  any  circumstances 
entitled  to  an  inquiry  how  much  money  was  paid.  The  bonds  are 
now  almost  worthless,  and  it  is  for  Baron  Schroder  to  prove  that 
the  money  is  forthcoming ;  and  if  he  cannot  do  so,  then  he  is  a 
contributory  for  five  shares  upon  which  only  £500  has  been  paid, 
as  in  Miffottfs  Case  (3).  Whatever  the  bonds  might  sell  for  now, 
Baron  Schroder  would  be  entitled  to  set  off  against  the  money  he 
ought  to  have  paid,  as  was  done  in  PdTs  Case.  We  contend  that 
the  shares  never  were  paid  for  in  any  competent  manner. 

But,  suppose  it  should  be  held  that  the  directors  were  justified  in 
receiving  these  Confederate  bonds,  then  we  contend  that  they  were 
only  taken  on  the  footing  of  the  letter  written  by  Mr.  Stringer  in 
July,  1863.  They  were,  in  fact,  received  for  so  much  as  they  might 
produce.  The  letter  of  July  is  a  complete  answer  to  the  conten- 
tion on  the  part  of  Baron  Schroder,  as  it  is  there  expressly  stated 
that  the  company  does  not  become  the  purchaser  or  owner  of  the 
bonds,  but  merely  takes  them  and  raises  money  on  them  for  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  352.  (2)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  11. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  238. 
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y.-O.  M.     account  of  the  depositor^  giving  him  an  interest  in  the  stock  of 

1870       the  company  to  the  amount  so  raised.    Nothing  could  be  more 

Sohbodkb'b  esiplicit  than  that  letter,  which  gives  at  once  a  full  explanation  of 

2^       the  agreement  made  with  Mr.  Stringer  as  the  managing  director 

of  the  company. 

Mr.  Pearson,  in  reply. 

Sir  E.  Maxins,  V.O.  : — 

This  is  a  matter  which  has  been  very  truly  said  to  involve  con- 
siderations of  the  highest  importance  to  the  public;  for  if  the 
contention  raised  by  the  official  liquidator  in  this  case  were  to 
succeed  it  would  add  another  to  the  misfortunes  of  persons  engaged 
in  any  way  with  these  companies,  and  it  would  be  impossible  at  any 
time  to  know  that  a  transaction  apparently  concluded  might  not  by 
the  ingenuity  and  research  of  official  liquidators  and  their  counsel 
be  brought  into  question. 

The  case  arises  out  of  the  transactions  of  a  company  which  has 
been  before  me  on  more  than  one  occasion,  and  which  was  formed 
at  the  time  of  the  American  War,  not  for  the  avowed  but  for  the 
actual  purpose  of  purchasing  goods  in  England^  running  the 
blockade  with  them,  paying  for  cotton  in  America  by  means  of 
goods,  and  returning  with  cotton;  and  whenever  the  operation 
was  successful  it  was  carried  on  with  great  profit,  because  they 
obtained  cotton  at  a  low  price  and  could  sell  it  in  the  English 
market  at  a  very  high  price.  Unfortunately  for  them  the  under- 
taking was  eminently  unsuccessful,  so  that  at  a  very  early  stage 
of  their  operations  many  of  their  ships  were  taken,  the  cotton 
which  they  relied  upon  obtaining  firom  America  was  burnt  by 
the  Federal  Government,  and  the  whole  thing  ended  in  disaster. 
Among  the  persons  who  took  shares  in  the  company.  Baron 
Schroder  was  the  holder  of  five  shares  on  behalf  of  Mr.  MoffaU. 
Now  the  transaction,  about  which  there  is  no  question  of  fact 
between  the  parties,  is  this :  When  the  company  was  formed,  on 
the  27th  of  June,  1863,  the  Confederate  Government,  as  is  well 
known,  had  raised  large  sums  of  money  in  the  European  markets, 
not  exclusively  in  the  English  markets,  by  issuing  what  were 
called  "Confederate  or  Cotton  Bonds."    They  were  recognised 
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in  Europe  as  a  belligerent  state,  as  having  an  independent  exist-  V.-a  M. 
enoe,  and  they  did  that  which  all  other  states  in  Europe  have  1870 
done  and  are  doing — issued  bonds  payable  in  money ;  but  in  this  8chboi»eb'8 
case  they  were  not  merely  payable  in  money^  but  at  the  option  ^^*'' 
of  the  holders  the  bonds  were  payable  in  cotton,  to  be  taken  at 
6d,  per  pound.  Of  course,  if  the  holders  of  these  bonds  could  get 
cotton  in  Aineriea  at  6d.,  and  bring  it  here  and  sell  it  at  2b.,  it 
would  have  been  an  operation  of  enormous  profit.  These  bonds, 
therefore,  it  is  a  matter  of  history  and  public  notoriety,  were 
issued  to  a  very  large  amount.  Baron  Schroder,  who  has  given 
his  evidence  in  a  very  straightforward  and  satisfactory  manner, 
states  he  was  not  the  agent  for  the  issuing  of  the  bonds,  but  that 
Erianffder  dt  Co.  of  Paris  were,  and  that  he  was  their  London 
agent,  and  conducted  all  the  business  in  this  country  merely  as 
^  the  ^agent  of  the  Paris  firm.  These  bonds  were  issued  to  the 
extent  of  ^£3,000,000,  and  there  were  applicants  for  £15,000,000, 
so  that  the  whole  of  the  bonds  were  issued.  The  fortunate  holders, 
as  they  thought  themselves  at  that  time,  got  them  at  £90  per 
cent,  the  price  at  which  they  were  issued,  and  bearing  7  per  cent, 
interest  When  Mr.  MoffaU  applied  for  the  five  shares  in  this 
company,  he  agreed  with  Mr.  Stringer,  the  manager  of  the  com- 
pany, with  the  directors  of  the  company,  and  everybody  who  had 
a  right  to  a  voice  in  the  management  of  its  affairs,  that  his  shares 
were  to  be  paid  for  thus :  £500  in  cash,  and  £5000  in  bonds  at 
£90;  and  in  this  way  the  £5000  was  to  be  made  up. 

Accordingly,  on  the  2nd  of  July,  1863,  he  gave  Baron  Schroder, 
who  was  his  agent  in  the  matter,  and  who  has  been  brought  here 
because  his  name  appears  upon  the  register,  a  cheque  for  £500. 
That  cheque  was  handed  over  to  the  company  in  part  payment  of 
the  £5000,  and  in  the  month  of  August  following,  the  particular 
day  does  not  appear,  Baron  Schroder,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Moffail,  or 
Mr.  MoffaU  himself,  handed  to  the  company  the  Confederate  bonds 
for  £5000,  and  in  the  company's  ledger  on  one  side,  ^  Schroder, 
Esquire"  (as  he  is  called  there),  is  debited  with  £5000  issue 
capital;  and  he  is  credited  cash  on  the  2nd  of  July,  £500,  and 
on  some  day  in  August  (the  day  is  not  stated),  ''Confederate 
bonds,  £5000  at  £90,  £4500  ;"  and  theve  the  account  is  balanced, 
so  fitr  as  the  ledger  is  concerned.    Then  we  come  to  the  share 
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V.-C.M.     register,  where  I  find  he  is  entered  as  the  holder  of  five  shares,. 
1870       consecutively  numbered,  of  £1000  each,  stated  to  be  paid  up  ia 

ScH^^'s    full  upon  each. 

^^-  I  am  now  appealed  to  on  behalf  of  the  creditors  of  this  company. 

Of  course  creditors  may  be,  and  frequently  are,  deceived ;  but  the 
principle  of  these  joint  stock  companies  is,  that  the  creditor  looks 
at  the  register  of  shareholders  and  nothing  else ;  and  if  a  creditor 
goes  into  the  office  of  a  company  with  which  he  is  about  to  deal, 
and  asks  to  see,  as  he  is  entitled  to  do,  the  list  of  shareholders,  and 
he  finds  upon  that  register  that  Baron  Schroder  for  instance,  a 
gentleman  of  responsibility^  is  entered  as  a  shareholder,  and  at  the 
same  time  he  finds  that  he  is  entered  as  having  his  shares  paid  np 
in  full,  I  cannot  hear  him  in  this  Court  say  that  he  has  dealt  with 
the  company  upon  the  faith  that  he  was  entitled  in  any  way  to 
look  to  Baron  Schroder  for  payment,  or  that  he  believed  h^  had 
anything  to  receive  from  him.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  shewn  that^ 
from  the  only  document  accessible  to  him,  these  shares  were  stated 
to  have  been  paid  up  in  full.  But  in  this  particular  case  I  cannot 
overlook  the  fact  that  the  only  creditor  of  the  company  has  been 
the  Agra  and  MastermarCs  Bank,  who  had  very  large  dealings^ 
with  the  company,  who  had  several  accounts  with  the  company, 
who  had  advanced  them  money  generally  and  upon  special  under- 
takings and  securities,  and  who  had  the  fullest  knowledge  of  all 
the  transactions  of  this  company.  Lord  Justice  Oiffard  said,  when 
Strinffer'a  Case  was  upon  appeal  from  my  decision,  "  This  was  not 
done  in  any  underhand  manner  "  (that  is,  the  payment  of  dividend) ; 
''  the  whole  thing  was  patent  and  open.  It  was  known,  or  capable 
of  being  known  by  every  shareholder ;  and  if  the  directors  of  the 
Affra  and  Masterman*8  Bank  did  not  know  anything  about  it 
they  neglected  their  duty,  and  behaved  most  shamefully  to  their 
own  shareholders,  whose  money  they  lent ;  for  the  balance-sheet 
was  put  in  their  hands,  and  they  had  accounts  of  every  description, 
and  they  must  have  known  perfectly  well  that  it  was  neither  more 
nor  less  than  a  blockade-running  company.  The  very  nature  of 
the  accounts  shewed  it;"  and  it  was  judicially  noticed  by  the 
Lords  Justices,  in  terms  much  stronger  than  I  thought  m3^elf  at 
liberty  to  use,  that  this  was  a  case  of  the  Agra  Bank :  the  Agra 
Bank  are  here,  in  fact,  the  claimants,  they  being  the  only  creditors 
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of  this  company.    On  that  account  alone  it  was  that  the  Lords     V.-C.  M. 
Justices  thought  the  claim  of  the  Agra  and  Mastertnan^s  Bank,        1870 
who  were  substantially  the  claimants  through  the  official  liquidator,    Sghrodbb's 
was  unworthy  of  notice.  J^' 

Now,  the  only  question  I  am  called  upon  to  decide  here  is,  can 
this  payment  for  these  Confederate  bonds,  to  the  extent  of  £4500, 
be  taken  as  a  valid  payment,  or  were  they  taken  by  way  of 
security,  so  that  the  official  liquidator  is  entitled  to  say,  that  as 
they  have  never  been  realised,  and  they  are  now  utterly  worthless, 
therefore  those  who  pledged  them  as  security  must  pay  that  which 
they  represented,  namely,  £4500. 

First,  then,  were  they  taken  by  way  of  security,  or  were  they 
taken  as  actual  payment?  The  only  thing  that  I  have  heard 
suggested,  worth  a  moment's  consideration,  upon  the  question 
whether  they  were  taken  as  actual  payment  or  not,  is  the  letter  of 
the  28th  of  July,  1863,  from  Mr.  Stringer: — [His  Honour  read  the 
letter.]  Now,  first  of  all,  does  this  letter  apply  to  this  transaction 
at  all  ?  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  does  not,  and  for  this 
reason,  that  this  was  a  transaction  carried  into  effect,  except  as  to 
handing  over  the  bonds,  long  before  this  letter  was  written,  for  the 
£500  was  paid  on  the  2nd  of  that  month  (this  letter  being  written 
on  the  28tb)  as  part  performance  of  the  contract  already  entered 
into,  viz.,  that  these  shares  should  be  taken  in  consideration  of 
£500  money  and  £5000  Confederate  bonds,  which  were  then  worth 
£900  each.  It  was  in  point  of  fact  an  agreement  to  take  shares 
in  consideration  of  bonds,  plus  the  amount  of  the  difference 
between  the  market  value  of  the  bonds  and  their  nominal  value. 
Therefore  this  refers  to  future  transactions:  the  words  are, 
''those  w^ho  subscribe  to  our  increased  capitaL"  That  cannot^ 
in  my  opinion,  have  any  reference  to  transactions  already  con- 
cluded by  Mr.  Stringer,  who,  if  he  had  any  evidence  to  give  upon 
the  subject,  ought  to  have  been  brought  here  to  state  whether  the 
transaction  was  properly  represented  by  the  entries  in  the  book, 
and  I  must  collect  the  transaction  not  from  this  letter,  which 
binds  nobody,  but  from  the  transaction  which  took  place,  and 
which  binds  every  one.  I  consider  the  entry  in  the  journal  a  very 
material  fact,  where  I  find  this  statement :  "  To  George  Moffait, 
£5000  Confederate  Loan  taken  by  this  company  at  £90."    Am 
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y.-0.  M.     I  to  listen  to  a  letter  stating  that  they  would  only  take  the  bonds 
1870       by  way  of  security  when  I  find  it  recorded  that  the  bonds  were 
SoBBODXB*B   taken  by  this  company  at  £90  in  the  books  of  the  directors ;  and 
^^^       the  manager  and  everybody  perfectly  knew  it  ?    I  am  satisfied  that 
this  claim  is  a  most  unconscionable  demand  of  the  Agra  and  Madef' 
7nan*8  Bank.    The  only  excuse  they  can  make  is^  that  it  is  raised 
by  the  official  liquidator  in  order  to  see  if  he  can  snatch  something 
out  of  the  fire  for  the  unfortunate  persons^  not  creditors,  but  share- 
holdersy  who  had  the  misfortune  to  lose  by  embarking  in  such  a 
concern  as  this.     I  then  refer  to  the  ledger,  where  I  find  the 
account  actually  balanced  by  the  Confederate  Loan  bonds,  taken  at 
£90,  and  there  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  bonds  were  not 
worth  £90  ;  on  the  contrary,  upon  the  evidence  before  me,  it  is 
perfectly  clear  that  their  market  value  in  August^  1863,  was  £90; 
and  Baron  Schroder  distinctly  stated,  in  a  manner  which  challenged 
cross-examination  upon  that  subject,  that  they  were  at  least  of  the 
value  of  £90.  Suppose  this  case,  that  a  shareholder,  instead  of  pay- 
ing in  money,  had  ofiered  to  pay  in  consols,  taking  them  at  the  price 
of  consols  on  that  day  ?  and  suppose  consols  which  were  at  £90 
had  gone  down  10  per  cent.    K  the  argument  is  good  for  anything 
the  official  liquidator  might  say,  '^  We  did  take  stock,  but  we  had  no 
right  to  do  so,  it  was  tdtrd  vires  ;  and  now,  the  stock  having  gone 
down  10  per  cent.,  you  must  pay  me  £500."    In  my  view,  a  pro- 
position so  monstrous  could  not  be  maintained  in  a  Court  of  justice. 
Mr.  Moffatt  might  have  gone  to  the  market  and  realised  his  bonds 
for  £4500.    Why  he  did  not  do  so  I  cannot  tell.    It  may  have 
been  to  meet  the  views  of  the  company,  and  I  am  very  much 
inclined  to  think  it  probably  may  have  been  so.    K  he  is  right  in 
stating  that  the  bonds  were  realisable  in  the  market  for  £4500,  it 
must  have  been  a  matter  of  perfect  indifference  to  Mr.  Moffatt 
whether  he  handed  over  his  bonds  or  whether  he  went  into  the 
market  and  sold  them,  and  handed  over  the  money  they  produced. 
Therefore,  in  my  opinion,  it  was  to  suit  the  convenience  of  Mr. 
Stringer,  and  those  associated  with  him,  that  they  took  the  bonds 
instead  of  money,  and  having  taken  bonds,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
they  are  bound  by  the  transaction. 

Upon  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited  to  me,  it  is  perfectly 
clear  to  my  mind  that  there  is  no  such  principle  as  that  a  company 
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may  not  receive  payment  of  its  shares  in  money  or  money's  worth.  V.-O.  IL 
I  know  that  in  one  of  the  cases  in  this  company  which  was  before  1870 
me,  a  shareholder,  instead  of  paying  money,  paid  in  tea,  as  he  was  schrodeb'b 
a  dealer  in  tea.  I  thought  that  a  perfectly  valid  payment,  because  ^f^ 
the  object  of  the  company  was  to  send  tea,  and  all  other  things 
that  were  required  by  the  Confederate  Government,  to  the  Con- 
federate States^  and  if  they  found  it  more  convenient  to  take  £1000 
worth  of  tea  than  £1000  in  money,  I  think  it  would  be  a  monstrous 
proposition  to  say  that  they  were  not  authorized  to  take  anything 
but  money  for  the  payment  of  their  shares,  and  if  they  chose  to 
keep  the  tea  by  them  till  it  became  rotten  and  valueless,  then  the 
official  liquidator  might  as  well  have  said  there  was  no  power  to 
take  anything  but  money :  ^^  You  gave  tea,  they  ought  not  to  have 
taken  tea ;  true  it  is  that  the  tea  was  kept  till  it  was  rotten  and 
of  no  use,  but,  nevertheless,  although  we  induced  you  to  give  us 
tea,  you  must  now  pay  £1000,  as  if  we  had  taken  nothing  what- 
ever." In  this  case  they  were  at  liberty  to  take  money  or  money's 
worth.  The  bonds  were  money's  worth,  things  which  they  could 
have  turned  into  money  any  day  they  thought  fit.  It  suited  their 
convenience  to  take  the  money's  worth,  and  having  done  so,  by  that 
transaction,  in  my  opinion,  they  are  completely  bound.  I  cannot 
imagine  a  more  unconscionable  claim,  and  I  should  never  have 
allowed  it  to  be  brought  forward  if  I  had  been  appealed  to.  I  am 
perfectly  satisfied,  upon  the  evidence,  it  was  the  intention  of  all 
parties  to  conclude  the  transaction,  as  the  documents  shew,  by 
handing  over  the  shares  as  actual  payment,  and  not  by  way  of 
security.  It  is  a  payment  which  they  were  on  their  side  at  liberty 
to  accept,  and  having  been  accepted,  in  the  conclusive  manner 
which  I  have  stated,  the  transaction  was  thereby  concluded,  and 
therefore  Baron  Schroder's  name  must  be  taken  off  the  list  of 
contributories. 

Solicitors  for  Baron  Schroder:  Messrs.  Thomas  &  EoHams. 
Solicitors  for  the  Official  Liquidator :  Messrs.  Ashurst,  Morris^ 
dt  Co. 
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V^.  M.  FOX  V.  FOX. 

^^  Covenant  to  setUe —  Will — Hotchpot  Clatue — Satitf action — Share  of  JResidtte — 

Nov,  25.  Amount  of  Estate/or  Distribution, 

A  testator,  after  providing  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  directed  that  his 
residuary  estate  should  be  divided  amongst  his  nine  children  equally  if  it  did 
not  exceed  £40,000,  but  if  it  exceeded  that  amount,  in  such  a  way  that  the 
shares  of  his  sons  should  be  one-twentieth  greater  than  the  shares  of  his 
daughters.  He  then  recited  that  he  had  covenanted,  in  the  marriage  settle- 
ment of  one  of  his  daughters,  to  make  a  certain  provision  for  her,  and  directed 
that  any  money  paid  by  his  executors  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  in 
pui-suance  of  the  covenant  should  be  taken  pro  tanto  as  part  of  the  daughter's 
share  under  the  will,  and  brought  into  hotchpot  and  accounted  for  accordingly. 
The  state  of  the  testator's  property  was  such  that  it  exceeded  £40,000  if  the 
amount  which  the  executors  became  liable  to  pay  under  the  covenant  was 
included  in  it  for  the  purpose  of  distribution,  but  not  otherwise  : — 

Held,  that  the  effect  of  the  hotchpot  clause  was  to  make  the  estate  for  the 
purpose  of  distribution,  as  if  the  debt  created  by  the  covenant  had  never 
existed,  and  that  it  must  be  distributed  as  exceeding  £40,000. 

Charles  Joseph  fox,  by  his  will,  dated  the  eth  of  June, 
1870,  gaye  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees  upon  trust  to 
sell  and  convert  into  money  and  to  pay  thereout  his  funeral  and 
testamentary^  expenses  and  debts,  and  certain  other  charges  and 
his  legacies,  and,  after  directing  the  residue  to  be  invested,  con- 
tinued as  follows  :  "  And  I  declare  that  the  said  trustees  or  trustee 
shall  stand  possessed  of  the  said  moneys,  stocks,  funds,  shares,  and 
securities  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  said  trust  premises),  in  trust 
for  all  such  of  my  nine  children  as  shall  be  living  at  my  death, 
and  as  being  sons  or  a  son  shall  attain  or  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-four  years,  or  being  daughters  or  a  daughter  shall  attain  or 
have  attained  that  age,  or  shall  marry  or  have  married  under  that 
age,  the  objects  of  this  present  trust,  if  more  than  one,  to  be 
entitled  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  except  as  herein- 
after provided :  Provided  always,  that  if  at  the  time  of  my  death 
the  net  value  of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  after  payment  of  or 
allowing  for  my  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  and  the  expenses  of 
proving  my  wiU,  and  the  legacies  given  by  this  my  will,  or  by  any 
codicil  thereto,  shall  amount  to  or  exceed  the  sum  of  £40,000, 
then  the  said  trust  premises  divisible  among  such  of  my  children 
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as  shall  attain  vested  interests  therein  under  the  trusts  herein-     V.-G.  M. 
before  contained  shall  be  so  divided  between  them  that  the  share  of       1S70 
each  son  shall  be  one-twentieth  part  (the  whole  being  considered        yox 
as  divided  into  twenty  parts)  more  than  the  share  of  each  daughter."        j,^^ 

After  a  clause  immaterial  to  the  present  purpose  the  will  con-        

tinued  as  follows :  "  And  whereas  by  the  settlement  made  on  the 
marriage  of  my  daughter  Constance  Catherine  Tawney  with  Charles 
Henry  Tawney^  and  dated  on  or  about  the  2nd  day  of  July,  1867, 1 
have  covenanted  with  the  trustees  of  such  settlement  that  if  the 
share  of  the  said  Constance  Catherine  Tawney  assigned  by  the  last- 
mentioned  settlement  in  the  trust  funds  settled  by  the  settlement 
made  on  my  own  marriage  with  my  late  wife  should  not  amount 
to  the  sum  of  £4000,  then  that  my  executors  or  administrators 
should  within  six  calendar  months  after  my  death  pay  to  the 
trustees  or  trustee  of  the  said  settlement  execated  on  the  marriage 
of  my  said  daughter  such  a  sum  of  ^'money  as,  together  with  the 
share  of  the  said  Constance  Catherine  Tawney  assigned  by  the 
last-mentioned  settlement  in  the  last-mentioned  trust  fund,  would 
amount  to  the  sum  of  £4000,  or,  in  the  event  therein  mentioned, 
to  the  value  of  one-ninth  part  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  I 
shall  die  possessed  of.  Now  I  declare  that  any  sum  which  my 
executors  may  become  liable  under  the  said  covenant  to  pay  to  the 
trustees  or  trustee  of  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  the 
said  Constance  Catherine  Tawney  shall  be  taken  in  or  towards 
satis£Eu;tion  pro  tanto  of  the  share  of  the  said  Constance  Catherine 
Tawney  under  this  my  will  in  the  said  trust  premises,  and  shall 
be  brought  into  hotchpot  and  accounted  for  accordingly." 

The  testator  died  on  the  28th  of  June,  1870,  leaving  nine 
children,  two  of  whom  were  sons. 

By  the  settlement  on  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Tawney  so  referred 
to,  which  was  dated  the  2nd  of  July,  1867,  it  was  covenanted  that 
if  the  share  assigned  to  Mrs.  Tawney  in  the  trust  funds  settled  by 
the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  the  testator  should  not  at 
his  death  amount  to  the  sum  of  £4000,  Iiis  executors  and  adminis- 
trators should  within  six  calendar  months  after  his  death  pay  to 
the  trustees  of  Mrs.  Tawney  s  settlement  "  such  a  sum  of  money 
as,  together  with  the  share  of  the  said  Constance  Catherine  Fox 
hereinbefore  assigned  of  and  in  the  last-mentioned  trust  fund,  will 
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y.-G.  M.  amount  to  the  sum  of  £4000,  and  that  until  the  sum  (if  any)  which 
3870  shall  become  payable  under  this  coyenant  shall  be  actually  paid 
Fox  ^6  same,  or  the  unpaid  part  thereof  for  the  time  being,  shall  bear 
j^^^        interest  at  the  rate  of  £4  per  centum  per  annum  from  the  death 

of  the  said  Charles  Jos&ph  Fox :  Provided  always,  that  if  the  sum 

which  but  for  this  present  proviso  would  have  been  payable  at 
the  death  of  the  said  Charles  Joseph  Fox  under  the  covenant  lastly 
hereinbefore  contained  shall  exceed  in  amoimt  the  value  of  one 
equal  ninth  part  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  which  the  said 
Charles  Joseph  Fox  should  die  possessed  of  or  entitled  to,  then  and 
in  such  case  the  sum  payable  under  such  covenant  shall  be  equal 
in  amount  to  one  equal  ninth  part  of  such  estate,  and  no  more." 

The  share  of  Mrs.  ToAioney  under  the  testator's  marriage  settle- 
ment was  £503  ISs.  8i.,  and  as  one-ninth  of  the  testator's  estate 
exceeded  £4000,  the  sum  payable  to  Mrs.  Tawney*s  trustees  was 
£3496  6&  4i.  The  total  amount  of  the  testator's  estate  after  pay- 
ment of  debts,  but  including  the  £3496  6&  4^.,  was  £42,938  Is.  5<{., 
and  consequently  his  estate  exceeded  £40,000  if  that  sum  was 
included  in  it,  but  not  otherwise. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  two  sons  against  the  daughters  and  the 
trustees,  and  prayed  that  the  trustees  might  be  restrained  from 
dividing  the  estate  otherwise  than  by  giving  the  Plaintiffs  shares 
one-twentieth  larger  than  the  shares  of  the  daughters. 

The  present  application  was  for  an  injunction  in  terms  of  the 
prayer. 

Mr.  Charles  HaU,  and  Mr.  LaJce^  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

The  liability  to  make  up  the  deficiency  in  the  settlement  fxmd 
was,  for  the  purpose  of  payment,  only  a  debt  to  be  discharged  before 
distribution  of  the  estate.  But  though  for  the  purpose  of  payment 
it  was  taken  out  of  the  estate,  it  has  been  brought  back  again  for 
the  purpose  of  distribution.  It  is  directed  to  be  brought  into 
hotchpot^  which  is  defined  by  Littleton  (1)  to  be  ''  not  one  thing 
alone,  but  one  thing  with  others  together."  The  result  is,  there- 
fore, the  same  as  if  the  estate  had  never  been  diminished.  The 
case  resembles  Madaren  v.  Siainton  (2),  in  which  the  effect  of  a 
similar  hotchpot  clause  was  explained.     The  intention  is  made 

(1)  Co.  Litt.  176  b.  (2)  3  D.  F.  &.  J.  202. 


VOL.  XL]  BQUITT  OASES.  145 

clear  by  the  reference  to  the  covenant,  as  was  held  in  Davenport  y.     V.-O.  M, 
Sinchdiffe  (1).  1870 


Mr.  Brtstotvej  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  SpringaU  Thompson,  for  the  dangh-        ^^^ 
tere : —  Fo^c. 

The  obligation  created  by  the  covenant  is  a  specialty  debt  to  be 
satisfied  before  distribntion  of  the  estate.  The  covenant  is  for 
payment  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  and  consequently  the 
gift,  which  is  direct  to  the  daughter,  is  not  a  satisfaction :  Chichester 
v.  ChverUry  (2).  In  that  case  Lord  Chelmsford  shewed  that  a  share 
of  a  residue  had  never  been  treated  as  a  satisfaction  of  a  debt.  It 
would  be  proper  to  deduct  the  sum  in  question  from  the  estate 
befoie  payment  of  probate  duty,  and  it  ought  not  to  be  treated  as 
part  of  the  estate  for  any  purpose  which  the  testator  has  not 
expressly  directed.  He  has  only  made  it  so  for  the  purpose  of 
calctdating  the  amount  of  Mrs.  Tawney's  share  under  the  will. 

Mr.  Druce,  for  the  trustees. 

Sir  R.  Malins,  V.O. : — 

This  is  a  mere  question  of  intention,  and  I  entertain  no  doubt 
whatever  about  it.  When  the  testator  directs  that  the  sum  which 
his  executors  may  become  liable  to  pay  under  his  covenant  is  to 
be  taken  towards  satisfaction  of  Mrs.  Tawneifs  share  under  his 
will,  and  brought  into  hotchpot,  that  is  equivalent  to  saying  that 
the  obligation  of  the  covenant  must  be  satisfied  out  of  Mrs.  Tawnetfs 
share,  and  the  amount  available  for  distribution  virtually  included 
the  sum  paid  by  his  executors  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement. 
Having  contracted  a  debt  by  the  covenant,  the  testator  treats  his 
property  for  the  purpose  of  distribution  as  if  the  debt  had  never 
existed.  In  my  opinion,  it  must  be  treated  for  all  purposes,  ex- 
cept payment  to  the  trustees,  exactly  as  if  no  such  debt  had  ever 
existed,  and  the  estate  must  be  treated  as  exceeding  £40,000;  and 
the  Plaintiffs  will  be  entitled  to  have  their  shares  one-twentieth 
part  greater  than  the  shares  of  the  daughters.  The  injunction 
will  therefore  be  as  prayed. 

Solicitors :   Messrs.  Ley  db  SeoU,  agents  for  Messrs.  Danger  & 
Carlwright,  Bristol ;  Messrs.  Smithy  Chiscotte,  &  Wadham. 
(I)  IJ.  &  H.  713.  (2)  Law  Eep.  2  H.  L.  71. 
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v.-o.  M.  In  re  THOMSON'S  TRUSTS. 


1870 
Dee,  9. 


WiU — Construction — Implied  Oi/t — Conditional  Oijt  over. 

A  legacy  was  directed  to  be  held  on  trust  for  2).,  **  should  he  survive  my 
sister  T, ;  should  he  not  survive  her,  nor  attain  his  twenty-first  year,"  over  :— 
Hdd,  that  an  absolute  gift  to  2).  at  twenty-one  must  be  implied. 

Elizabeth  Thomson,  by  her  wiu,  which  was  dated  the 

17th  of  NoTember,  1842,  made  the  following  appointment  and 
bequest :  **  I  appoint  my  cousin,  the  Beverend  James  Donne,  to 
be  my  executor,  and  I  give  him  in  trust  £1000,  to  pay  the  interest 
thereof  to  my  sister,  EUen  Barbara  Thomson,  for  her  life,  and  at 
her  death  I  give  that  sum  wholly  to  my  nephew,  Robert  James 
Donne,  should  he  survive  my  sister,  Ellen  Barbara  Thomson; 
should  he  not  survive  her,  nor  attain  his  twenty-first  year,  then  I 
give  that  sum,  at  the  death  of  my  sister  Ellen,  to  Lmtitia  Donne!' 

The  testatrix,  after  bequeathing  other  legacies,  directed  her 
residuary  estate  to  be  divided  amongst  three  of  her  cousins  equally. 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  9th  of  May,  1844.  The  nephew, 
Robert  James  Donne,  attained  twenty-one,  and  died  on  the  8th  of 
September,  1863.  Ellen  Barbara  Thompson  died  on  the  Slst  of 
January,  1870,  and  the  £1000  legacy  was  paid  into  Court  on  the 
30th  of  June,  1870.  Lsetitia  Donne  died  on  the  4th  of  September, 
1851. 

The  executors  of  the  legatee,  Robert  Jam^es  Donne,  now  petitioned 
for  payment  of  the  legacy. 

Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Haynes,  in  support  of  the  Petition : — 

If  the  words  are  taken  literally  the  legacy  will,  in  the  events 
which  have  happened,  fall  into  the  residue.  But  the  testatrix  has, 
by  making  a  gift  over,  shewn  that  she  never  intended  such  a 
result :  Ingrain  v.  Sv^Tding  (1).  If  an  absolute  gift  is  implied  at 
twenty-one,  the  manifest  intention  of  the  will  will  be  carried  out: 
Bree  v.  Perfect  (2) ;  Bland  v.  Williams  (3). 

(1)  7  W.  R.  886.  (2)  1  Coll.  12a 

(8)  8  My.  &  K.  411. 


VOL.  XL]  EQUITY  CASES.  147 

Mr.  Eiiioourd  Harrison^  for  the  representative  of  LsetUia  Bonne : —     YXl  H» 
The  will  may  be  explained  without  the  implication  of  any  gift.       ^^^ 


The  word  **  nor**  may  be  considered  as  compounded  of  *'  and  not/'  ^»  « 
or  *'  or  not."  Here  it  is  plain  that  the  testatrix  intended  '*  or  not,"  Trtot*. 
go  that  the  legatee  oyer  should  take  in  either  event.  If  that  con- 
strnetion  does  not  prevail,  the  case  must  be  treated  as  an  executory 
devise,  and  the  condition  can  only  take  effect  when  supported  by  they 
gift  over :  GhiUvver  v.  AsJihy  (1).  The  present  case  is  within 
Brownsward  v.  Edwards  (2),  which  was  not  treated  as  having  been 
ovemiled  by  Chey  v.  Pearson  (3). 

Mr.  Osborne,  Q.C.,  for  parties  representing  a  share  of  the 
residue : — 

The  question  is,  whether  an  absolute  interest  can  be  implied  oi> 
the  l^atee  attaining  twenty-one.  In  Malcolm  v.  O'CkiUaghan  (4) 
the  contrary  was  held. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  : — Is  that  case  consistent  with  Cliffo^'d 
v.  Beaumont  ?  (5)] 

There  is  no  inconsistency ;  and  the  same  view  was  taken  irk 
FUzkenry  v.  Bonner  (6). 

Mr.  Hanson,  for  parties  similarly  interested,  referred  to  Winy  v* 
Angrave  (7). 

Mr.  A.  BaUetfy  for  parties  representing  another  residuary  share. 

Sir  K  Maliks,  V.C.  : — 

The  present  question  arises  upon  the  construction  of  a  very  few 
AYords.  The  form  of  the  gift  makes  the  legacy  contingent  on  the 
legatee  surviving  the  sister  of  the  testatrix.  Then  the  testatrix 
having  introduced  one  contingency  into  the  gift  makes  a  gift  over 
upon  a  different  contingency.  The  question  is,  what  effect  is  to 
be  given  to  the  contingency  in  the  gift  over.  The  gift  over  is  to 
take  effect  in  case  the  legatee  does  not  survive  the  sister  nor 

(1)  4  Burr.  1929.  (4)  2  Madd.  349. 

(2)  2  Yes.  SeD.  243.  (5)  4  Russ.  325. 

(3)  6  H.  L.  C.  61.  (6)  2  Drew.  36. 

(7)  8  H.  L.  C.  183. 
Vou  XI.  M  2 
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T.-C.  M.  attain"  twenty-one.  For  what  reason  can  that  condition  as  to 
1870  attaining  twenty-one  have  been  pat  in  ?  Obviously  because  the 
i^       testatrix  intended  him  to  take  absolutely  in  case  he  attained 

^'"^^^g*®  twenty-one.  The  effect  of  the  whole  gift  shews  a  clear  intentiou 
—  to  make  the  legacy  absolute  if  the  legatee  attained  twenty- 
one.  Where  the  intention  is  plain,  but  the  language  insufficient, 
the  Court  will  aid  the  intention.  It  is  urged  by  Mr.  Harrison 
that  the  clause  must  be  read  in  the  alternative^  as  if  the  condi- 
tion had  been  not  surviving  the  sister  or  not  attaining  twenty-one ; 
and  that,  therefore,  in  accordance  with  FUzhenry  v.  Bonner  ( 1) 
the  gift  over  takes  effect  But  the  gift  over  clearly  fails,  for  the 
only  ground  on  which  the  first  gift  could  be  held  to  have  failed 
would  be  that  the  words  must  be  taken  quite  literally,  and  in  that 
view  the  case  provided  for  by  the  gift  over  has  not  arisen.  I  am 
sorry  counsel  have  not  referred  to  the  cases  on  which  I  founded  my 
judgment  in  Surtees  v.  Hopkinson  (2),  which  were  three  in  number, 
Sart  V.  TvJk  (3),  Langston  v.  Lang$ton  (4),  and  Key  v.  Key  (5). 
In  commenting  on  Key  v.  Key^  I  remarked :  "  There,  according 
to  the  strict  words  of  the  will,  the  devise  to  the  son  was  made  to 
depend  on  his  surviving  some  of  the  annuitants;  but  as  the  literal 
adherence  to  the  language  would  have  defeated  the  manifest 
intention  of  the  testator,  it  was  disregarded."  So,  in  the  present 
case,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  legatee  was  intended  to  take  an  abso- 
lute interest  on  attaining  twenty-one.  In  FUzhenry  v.  Bonner 
there  was  no  manifest  intention  shewn.  It  was  merely  a  matter 
of  conjecture  what  the  testator  had  intended.  The  result  is,  that 
the  gift  to  the  nephew  takes  effect,  and  the  gift  over  &ils.  The 
costs  will  be  out  of  the  fund. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Paierson,  Snow,  &  Burney ;  Messrs.  Bailey, 
Shaw,  Smithy  &  Bailey;  Messrs.  Hunter,  Owathin,  &  HwUer; 
Messrs.  Meredith  &  Co. ;  Messrs.  Dean  it  Taylor. 

(1)  2  Drew.  36.  (3)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  300. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  98.  (4)  2  CI.  &  F.  194. 

(5)  4  D.  M,  &  G.  73. 
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In  re  KING'S  CROSS  INDUSTEIAL  DWELLINGS  v.^.M. 

COMPANY.  1870 


Company — Winding-up— Fetiiioning  Creditor — Disptded  Debt.  ^' 

Where  a  creditor's  Petition  to  wind  np  a  company  is  opposed  on  the  ground 
that  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  is  disputed,  the  Court  will  not,  as  a  matter 
of  course^  direct  the  Petition  to  stand  over,  ¥dth  leave  to  being  an  action;  but 
is  hound,  before  doing  so,  to  see  that  the  debt  is  disputed  on  some  substantial 
ground. 

IHIS  was  a  creditor's  Petition  to  wind  up'  the  King's  Cross 
Industrial  Dwellings  Company ^  Limited, 

The  company  was  constituted  on  the  16th  of  May,  1870,  by  re- 
gistration of  a  memorandum  and  articles  of  association,  with  a 
capital  of  £46,000,  in  23,000  shares  of  £2  each.  Its-  principal 
object  was  the  carrying  on  for  profit  or  gain  of  the  trade  or 
business  of  providing  healthy  and  comfortable  dwellings. 

The  Petitioners  were  advertising  agents,  and  soon  after  the 
registration  of  the  company  were  applied  to  by  Mr.  ff.  N,  Bamett, 
the  secretary,  to  advertise  the  prospectus  in  various  newspapers. 
Before  doing  so,  they  required  him  to  shew  some  authority  from 
the  directors  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  he  produced  the 
minute-book  of  the  company,  and  pointed  to  a  resolution  passed  at 
a  board  meeting  of  the  directors :  "  That  the  prospectus  be  issued 
as  soon  as  the  executive  of  the  company  can  be  completed,  and 
that  the  honorary  secretary  be  hereby  empowered  to  take  such 
measures  as  he  may  deem  necessary  for  securing  due  publicity  for 
the  same.** 

■ 

The  Petitioners  thereupon,  and  acting,  as  they  cJleged,  on  the 
authority  of  that  resolution,  caused  the  prospectus  to  be  advertised, 
and  made  out  a  bill  for  advertisements  of  £78  16s.  6d.,  and  on  the 
2nd  of  September,  1870,  served  upon  the  secretary  a  written 
demand  ibr  payment  of  £78  16s.  6d.f  alleged  to  be  due. 

The  bill  having  remained  unpaid  for  more  than  three  weeks, 
notwithstanding  further  applications,  the  present  Petition  was 
presented. 

The  company  did  not  dispute  the  fairness  of  the  charges^  or 
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V.-C.  M.     raise  any  question  as  to  whether  the  money  had  been  properly 

1870       spent ;  but  set  up  an  agreement  alleged  to  have  been  entered  into, 

jn  re       ou  behalf  of  the  company,  between  a  Mr.  Bobinson,  one  of  the 

^jamsTOriu^  directors  and  the  largest  shareholder  in  the  company,  and  the 

DwBLLiNc.ri    sccrctary,  that  the  latter  should  pay  all  preliminary  expenses,  except 

— -       law  costs,  of  the  formation  of  the  company,  up  to  the  time  of  the 

allotment  of  the  shares,  for  which  he  was  to  receive  £1000 ;  and 

stated  that  Mr.  Bdbinsan  had  himself  informed  the  Petitioners  of 

the  arrangement,   and  that  the  advertisements  had  been  made 

before  the  allotment  of  shares,  and  consequently  that  the  debt  was 

not  the  debt  of  the  company. 

Mr.  HigginSy  for  the  Petitioners : — 

This  is  simply  a  Petition  presented  under  the  1st  sub-section  of 
sect.  80  of  the  Companies  Acty  1862,  on  the  ground  of  non-payment 
of  a  debt  for  three  weeks  after  a  demand  in  writing.  The  Peti- 
tioners took  the  precaution  of  ascertaining  that  the  secretary  had 
authority  to  pledge  the  credit  of  the  company  before  doing  any 
work  for  them. 

Mr.  GlassSy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  E.  Miller,  for  the  company : — 

Where  the  debt  of  the  petitioning  creditor  is  disputed,  the 
proper  course  is  to  direct  the  Petition  to  stand  over,  with  leave  to 
bring  an  action,  and  then  to  make  an  order  on  the  Petition  when 
judgment  has  been  obtained  in  the  action :  Bowes  v.  Hope  Mutual 
Insurance  Compa/ny  (1).  There  is  a  bond  fide  question  here, 
whether  there  ever  was  any  debt  incurred  by  the  company ;  and 
that  is  a  matter  of  evidence  which  can  be  much  more  easily  ascer- 
tained at  Common  Law  than  in  this  Court  The  evidence  she\¥S 
clearly  that  the  Petitioners  were  aware  that  the  secretary,  and  not 
the  company,  was  liable  for  preliminary  expenses. 

Sir  R.  Malins,  V.C,  after  referring  to  the  facts,  continued  :— 

Advertisements  were  a  necessary  preliminary  expense  in  the 
formation  of  the  company,  in  order  that  the  shares  might  be  taken 
up.  If  one  thing  is  plain,  it  is  that  the  secretaiy  has  implied 
authority  to  pledge  the  credit  of  the  company  for  issuing  adver- 

(1)  11  H.  L.  C.  889. 
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tisements,  of  which  the  company, is  to  have  the  benefit  or  chance     V.-0.  Bi. 
of  benefit     It  is  admitted  that  the  adrertisements  appe^ed,  and        1870 
that  the  secretary  acted  under  the  anthority  of  the  company.    [His       in  re 
Honour  then  proceeded  to  discuss  the  evidence,  and  continued : — ]    ilTDuarMAir 
The  eyidence  is  really  only  one  way — that  the  Petitioners  gave   ^^wELLnras 
credit  to  the  company.     They  had  no  other  course  lor  obtaining        — • 
payment,  except  to  bring  an  action  and  obtain  judgment ;  and  then 
they  would  have  received  nothing,  except  by  taking  out  an  execu- 
tion, which  would  have  produced  nothing.    It  is  said  that  thi^  is  a 
hndfide  question,  whether  there  is  or  not  a  debt  of  the  company ; 
but,  in  my  opinion,  the  Court  is  bound  in  such  a  case  to  see  that 
the  question  is  a  substantial  one  before  directing  an  action  to  be 
brought.     I  entertain  no  doubt  that  this  is  a  debt  of  the  company, 
and  I  should  be  doing  the  greatest  possible  injustice  if  I  allowed 
any  further  litigation.    I  can  only  make  the  usual  order  to  wind 
up,  but  direct  it  not  to  be  advertised  for  a  fortnight,  in  order  to 
enable  the  company  to  pay  the  demand. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Bellamy  &  Strong  ;  Messrs.  Walter  &  Moqjen. 


In  re  MAKSEILLES  EXTENSION  EAILWAT  AND  LAND     v.c. M. 

COMPANY.  1870 


Ex  parte  EVANS. 

ComjMtiy — Solicitor — Taxation — Winding-up. 

Three  months  after  a  solicitor  to  a  company  had  delivered  his  bill  of  costs 
the  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up.  Subsequently  he  delivered  a 
further  bill  to  the  official  liquidator.  More  than  twelve  months  elapsed,  and 
the  solicitor  carried  in  a  claim  for  payment  of  both  bills : — 

Eddy  that  both  biUs  must  be  referred  for  taxation  before  they  could  be 
paid. 

iHIS  was  a  claim  carried  in  by  the  solicitor  of  the  Marseilles 
Extension  Batlway  and  Land  Company,  Limited^  in  the  winding-up 
for  payment  of  his  bills  of  costs. 

At  the  time  of  the  formation  of  the  company,  in  the  year  1866, 
Messrs^  Newbon,  Evans,  c&  Co.,  the  predecessors  of  the  present 
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applicants^  Metssrs.  Evam  &  Go.,  were  appointed  solicitors  to  the 
company. 

In  January,  1867,  Mr.  Evans,  who  was  then  the  senior  partner 
in  the  office,  delivered  to  the  secretary  to  the  company  a  bill  of 
costs  amounting  to  £797  IBs.  2d.,  for  business  transacted  for  the 
company  during  the  year  1866. 

On  the  11th  of  Febmary,  1867,  a  Petition  was  presented  to 
wind  up  the  company,  and  a  winding-up  order  was  made  in  April, 
1867. 

In  Jnne,  1868,  the  liquidators  made  ont  a  list  of  claims  against 
the  company,  in  which  Messrs.  Evans  &  Co.  were  entered  as  cre- 
ditors "  for  account  rendered  to  31st  of  December,  1866,  £760 ; 
further  amount  estimated,  £150." 

On  the  8rd  of  December,  1868,  Messrs.  Ewms  deliyered  to  the 
official  liquidator  a  further  bill  of  costs  for  £195  As.  Id.  Nothing 
further  took  place  till  the  present  summons  was  taken  out  in 
April,  1870.  The  official  liquidator  refused  to  allow  the  claim 
without  a  reference  for  taxation. 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q«0.,  and  Mr.  WaUer,  in  support  of  the  claim : — 

A  full  year  having  elapsed  since  the  later  of  the  two  bills  was 
sent  in,  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  fact  of  a  winding-up 
having  taken  place  makes  any  difference  as  to  the  right  of  the 
solicitor  to  have  his  bill  paid  without  taxation,  there  being  no 
special  circumstances  alleged.  It  has  been  already  determined. 
Be  James  (1),  that  the  rule  as  to  taxation  is  not  affected  by  a 
winding-up.  A  client  necessarily  waives  his  right  to  taxation  by 
taking  no  step  within  the  year :  In  re  Oedye  (2).  The  right  to 
a  taxation  applies  exclusively  to  a  solicitor's  bill,  and  must 
be  construed  strictly ;  otherwise  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  a 
liquidator  to  keep  a  solicitor  waiting  an  indefinite  time  foi^  pay- 
ment of  his  bill  of  costs.  To  make  an  order  for  taxation  is  to  say 
that  sect  37  of  the  Aitomey  and  Soliciiars  Ad  (6  &  7  Yict.  c.  73) 
has  no  application  in  the  case  of  a  company. 

Mr.  Cotton,  QpC.  (Mr.  CHU  with  him),  for  the  liquidator : — 
The  present  summons  is  not  one  by  a  solicitor  for  payment  of 
(1)  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  188.  (2)  14  Beav.  56. 
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his  bill  of  costs,  bat  is  a  claim  to  prove  as  a  creditor  of  the  com- 
pany for  a  debt.  The  liquidator  must  inyestigate  the  claim,  and 
see  what  items  in  it  are  proper  to  be  charged,  and  the  easiest  mode 
of  doing  so  is  by  a  reference  to  the  Taxing  Master,  who  has  all  the 
madiinery  for  investigating  solicitors'  bills.  The  Court  must  be 
satisfied  that  the  charges  were  such  as  the  company  ought  to  be 
made  to  pay.  The  first  bill  was  delivered  before  the  winding-up, 
but  not  twelve  months  before,  which  distinguishes  the  case  from 
Be  James  (1),  and  after  the  winding-up  the  liquidator  had  no 
power  to  apply  for  taxation,  not  being  able  to  undertake  to  pay 
what  should  be  found  due.  As  to  the  second  bill,  the  liquidator  is 
not  the  party  chargeable,  and  does  not  represent  the  parties  who 
are  chargeable.  He  is  not  like  an  executor,  for  no  action  could  be 
brought  against  him  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Olaase,  in  reply : — 

In  Be  James  the  liquidator  was  treated  as  the  party  charge- 
able. The  simple  case  is,  that  the  first  bill  was  delivered  before 
the  winding-up^  and  the  liquidator  obtained  no  order  for  taxation. 
The  second  bill  was  delivered  to  the  liquidator  himself,  and  he 
took  no  steps  to  have  it  taxed.  Both  bills  are  absolutely  good, 
imless  they  can  be  brought  within  sects.  37  and  38  of  the  Attorney 
and  Solicitors  Act  (6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73) :  In  re  Barnard  (2). 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C,  after  stating  the  facts,  continued : — 

The  question  is,  whether  or  not  the  Attorney  wnd  Solicitors  Act 
(6  &  7  Vict  c.  73)  applies  to  the  case,  and,  by  consequence,  the 
amount  of  the  bill  is  conclusive  against  the  company ;  in  other  words, 
whether  the  bill  is  subject  to  taxation.  If  the  bill  had  been  delivered 
twelve  months  before  the  winding-up,  the  case  would  have  been 
exactly  likeBeJameSy  but  in  the  present  case  the  bill  was  liable  to 
taxation  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up.  There  seems,  however,  much 
force  in  the  argument  that  the  mere  intervention  of  a  winding-up 
ought  not  to  prevent  the  expiration  of  the  period  for  taxation,  but 
I  think  that  the  true  principle  on  which  a  winding-up  should  be 
considered  is  fatal  to  that  contention.  The  first  duty  of  the  official 
liquidator,  after  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up,  is  to  find 

(1)  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  183.  (2)  2  D.  M.  i&  G.  359. 
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oat  the  amount  of  the  claims  against  the  company  at  the  time  of 
the  >Yin(ling-tip.  The  claim  of  Mr.  Evans  was  made  upon  a  bill 
then  subject  to  taxation.  Therefore,  it  appears  that  his  right  to 
prove  against  the  company  was  for  the  amount  of  his  bill  after 
taxation.  It  has  been  argued  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  liquidator 
to  have  the  bill  taxed  within  the  proper  period.  But  the  answer 
to  that  argument  is  conclusive,  that  the  affairs  of  a  company  at 
the  beginning  of  a  winding-up  are  usually  in  such  a  state  of  con- 
fusion that  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  to  say  that  the  liquidator 
must  apply  for  an  order  for  taxation  immediately,  without  knowing 
whether  the  assets  of  the  company  are  sufficient  to  pay  the  bill 
when  taxed,  though  it  would  be  necessary  for  him  on  obtaining 
the  order  for  taxation  to  undertake  to  pay  the  amount  which 
should  be  found  due.  I  consider  it  the  duty  of  the  liquidator  to 
see  that  no  more  claims  are  sustained  against  the  company  than 
are  actually  due,  and  to  ascertain  that  in  the  case  of  a  solicitor's 
bill,  just  as  much  as  in  that  of  any  ordinary  tradesman.  I  there- 
fore think  that  the  first  bill  ought  to  be  taxed. 

As  to  the  second  bill,  I  treat  it  as  a  claim  made  in  the  winding- 
up,  and  cannot  consider  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  official  liqui- 
dator to  take  it  into  taxation  at  once.  I  have  recently  held  that 
the  winding-up  makes  a  complete  change  in  the  relative  position 
of  all  parties  as  regards  a  company,  and  I  must  treat  the  case  as  if 
the  rights  of  all  parties  had  remained  just  as  they  were  at  the  time 
of  the  winding-up.  There  will,  consequently,  be  a  reference  for 
taxation  of  both  the  bills.  The  official  liquidator  may  have  his 
uosts  out  of  the  estate. 


Solicitors :  Messrs.  Evana  d  Co.;  Messrs.  Hathatvay  &  Andrews, 
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In  re  WOOD'S  TEUSTS.  v.-c.  M. 

1870 
Costs — Trustee  Belief  Act — Payment  of  Money  into  Court — Petition  as  to  ^^.y^ 

Dividends  only — Costs  of  Trustee,  Dee,  10. 

Where  a  fund  had  been  paid  into  Court  under  the  Trustee  Pelicf  Act  on 
account  of  the  inability  of  a  sole  trustee  to  act : — 

Eeld^  that,  on  an  application  relating  solely  to  the  payment  of  the  divi- 
dends, the  costs  of  the  appearance  of  the  ti-ustee  might  be  properly  charged 
on  the  corpus, 

IHIS  was  a  Petition  for  payment  of  the  dividends  on  a  fund  paid 
into  Court,  under  the  Trustee  Belief  Ad,  to  a  person  entitled  to  a 
life  interest  in  the  fund. 

The  fund  arose  from  certain  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold 
property,  which,  together  with  some  personalty,  was  given  to  two 
trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  invest  and  to  pay  the  income  to 
the  testator's  widow,  the  Petitioner  CharhUe  Wood,  during  her 
life,  and  after  her  death  upon  trust  for  several  persons  absolutely. 

The  property  was  sold  and  the  proceeds  were  invested  in  the 
3  per  Cents.,  and  the  last  surviving  trustee  died  on  the  18th  of 
July,  1859,  having,  by  his  will,  appointed  Thomas  Menzies  and 
W.  L.  Craighead  his  executors,  and  the  fund  was  transferred  into 
the  joint  names  of  the  executors  and  the  Petitioner.  W,  L.  Craig^ 
head  had  since  died,  and  Thomas  Menzies  was  a  seaman  in  the 
merchant  service,  who  was  seldom  in  the  United  Kingdom,  and 
consequently  unfit  to  act  personally  in  regard  to  the  property. 

The  Petitioner  was  of  considerable  age,  and  as  the  fund  would 
become  distributable  on  her  death,  and  some  doubt  existed  as  to 
some  of  the  parties  entitled,  it  was  thought  desirable  to  pay  the 
itioney  into  Court,  instead  of  having  fresh  trustees  appointed. 

The  Petition  asked  that  the  costs  of  the  appearance  of  the 
trustee  might  be  paid  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

Mr.  Millar,  for  the  Petitioner : —  • 

If  the  fund  had  not  been  paid  into  Court  it  would  have  been 
necessary  to  petition  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees,  and  in 
that  case  the  costs  of  the  trustee  would  have  been  thrown  upon 
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y.-G.  M.    the  corpus ;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  it  would  not  be  right 
1870       that  they  should  now  be  paid  by  the  Petitioner. 


Woods  Mr.  Woodhome,  for  the  trustee : — 

Tbckts, 

The  latest  authorities  have  decided  that  the  costs  of  an  applica- 
tion with  reference  to  income  only  must  be  paid  out  of  the  income 
of  the  fund  exclusiyely :  In  re  Whittan^a  Trusts  (1) ;  In  re  Smith's 
Trusts  (2). 

Sir  R  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

My  view  is,  that  when  money  is  paid  into  Court  the  costs  of  any 
application  as  to  a  life  interest  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  carpus  of 
the  fund.  The  money  is  paid  into  Court  for  the  benefit  of  all 
persons  interested  in  it,  and  the  necessary  result  of  its  being  paid 
in  is,  that  there  must  be  an  application  for  payment  of  the  divi- 
dends to  the  persons  interested.  The  expense  of  such  application 
arises  from  an  act  done  for  the  benefit  of  all,  and  therefore  all 
ought  to  bear  the  cost.  In  the  present  case  the  benefit  is  clearly 
to  the  persons  entitled  to  the  corpus.  Whatever  may  be  now  the 
general  rule  as  to  these  costs,  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  that 
the  present  Petitioner  should  have  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  appea^ 
ance  of  the  trustee.  In  this  case,  therefore,  I  shall  adhere  to  my 
own  yiew,  and  the  costs  of  the  trustee  must  be  paid  out  of  the 
corpus. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Smithy  Stenninff,  db  Oroft ;  Messrs.  Langham 
dt  Sons. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  362.  (2)  Law  Bep.  9  Eq.  874. 
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In  re  SOUTH  ESSEX  ESTUARY  COMPANY.  v.-c.  M. 

Ex  paHe  CHORLEY.  1870 


Companjf — Contractor — Invalid  Issue  of  Bonds — Purchaser  foi*  Value —  -^«^«  2.  3 ; 

Aeknotdedgment  Jy  Company,  ^"'     ' 

Lloyd's  bonds  payable  in  three  years,  with  interest  in  the  meantime,  were 
given  by  a  company  to  their  contractor  as  compensation  for  the  surrender 
of  the  contract.  Two  of  these  bonds  were  purchased  for  value  from  the 
contractor,  without  notice  of  the  arrangement  between  him  and  the  company. 
The  bonds  and  the  transfers  were  registered  in  the  company's  books.  The. 
transferee  sued  the  company  for  eighteen  months'  interest,  and  recovered  the 
amount  due.  Subsequently  proceedings  at  law  were  taken  against  the 
company  to  recover  principal  and  interest,  and  judgment  was  entered  up  by 
consent  against  the  company,  which  was  then  ordered  to  be  wound  up : — 

Jffeld,  upon  adjourned  summons,  that,  whether  the  bonds  were  valid  or 
invalid  in  the  hands  of  the  contractor,  the  official  liquidator  was  precluded 
by  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  company  from  questioning  their  validity 
in  the  hands  of  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice.  The  transferee  was 
therefore  admitted  as  a  creditor  of  the  company  for  principal,  interest,  and 
costs. 

IHIS  was  an  adjourned  summons  upon  an  application  to  admit 
George  Chorletf,  the  trustee  of  the  marriage  settlement  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Totes,  as  a  creditor  of  the  South  Estex  Estuary  and  Bedama" 
Hon  Company  (or  flOOO^  and  interest,  in  respect  of  two  UoycTs 
bonds  of  the  company  for  £500  each,  dated  the  5th  of  Noyember, 
1863. 

The  company  was  incorporated  by  special  Act  of  Parliament, 
under  which  it  had  a  power  of  borrowing  limited  to  one-third  of 
the  capital  paid  up.  No  capital,  however,  had  been  paid  up  when 
the  bonds  were  issued  under  the  circumstances  hereinafter  stated. 

The  scheme  was  promoted  and  the  Act  of  Parliament  obtained 
by  and  at  the  expense  of  Mr.  Thomas  Eutchings,  a  contractor,  who 
was  one  of  the  original  directors  of  the  company.  Mr.  Hutchings 
afterwards  retired  from  the  board  of  directors  for  the  purpose  of 
tendering  as  contractor  for  the  execution  of  the  works  required  to 
be  done  by  the  company,  and  paid-up  shares,  representing  the  sum 
of  £10,000,  were  given  to  Mr.  Hutchings  as  compensation  for  the 
money  and  trouble  he  had  expended  in  getting  up  the  company 
and  procuring  the  Act  of  Parliament 
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V.-C.  M.  A  contract  was  then  entered  into  with  Mr.  Hutchings  for  tlie 
1870  execution  of  certain  works,  and  he  was  afterwards  engaged,  witli 
jn  fe       the  sanction  of  the  directors,  in  negotiating  a  loan  to  enable  him 

^  E^rsr''  *^  ^"y  ^"*  ^'^^  contract.  On  the  14th  of  October,  1863,  Mr. 
Ck)MPAKY.  Hutching^  reported  that  he  had  entered  into  negotiations  which 
Srley  ^^®^®  calculated  to  secure  the  completion  of  a  portion  of  the  works; 
—  and  on  the  following  day,  at  a  board  meeting  of  the  directors,  it 
was  resolved  that,  in  order  to  facilitate  the  arrangements  necessary 
for  carrying  out  the  proposed  negotiations,  the  contract  with  Mr. 
Mulchings  should  be  rescinded ;  and  in  consideration  of  his  sur- 
•  rendering  such  contract  he  was  to  be  paid  the  sum  of  £15,000, 
such  sum  to  be  secured  by  bonds  of  the  company  payable  in  three 
years,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  jceni.  per  annum ;  that 
such  bonds  be  issued  in  such  amounts  and  payable  to  such  persons 
as  Mr.  Hatchings  might  desire,  but  that  before  receiving  them  he 
should  execute  a  release  of  all  claims  which  he  might  have  upou 
the  company  in  respect  of  the  contract  or  on  any  account  what- 
ever, such  bonds  to  be  in  addition  to  the  200  paid-up  shares 
previously  given  to  him.  Mr.  Kutohings  agreed  to  this  arrange- 
ment»  and  at  the  same  board  meeting  he  was  re-elected  a  director 
of  the  company. 

The  bonds  were  in  the  following  form : — "  The  South  Essex 
Estuary  and  Bedamaiion  Company  do  hereby  acknowledge  that 
they  stand  indebted  to  Thomas  Hufehings,  of  13,  Cannon  Bow, 
Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  contractor,  in  the  sum  of 
£500  for  money  due  and  owing  from  the  said  company  to  the  said 
Thom4is  Hutehings;  and  the  said  company  for  themselves,  their 
successors  and  assigns,  hereby  covenant  with  the  said  Thomas 
Hutehings,  his  executors  and  administrators,  to  pay  unto  him,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  said  sum  of  £500  upon  the 
5th  day  of  November,  1866,  and  also  interest  thereoui  at  the  rate 
of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  date  hereof  until  payment, 
such  interest  to  be  payable  half-yearly  upon  the  5th  day  of  May 
and  the  4th  day  of  November  in  each  year.  Given  under  the 
common  seal  of  the  company  the  5th  day  of  November,  1863.'' 
The  bonds  were  signed  by  W.  Leman  and  W.  Wright^  two  of  the 
directors,  and  Bobert  Butt,  secretaiy. 

In  November,  1863,  Mary  Yates,  being  then  a  widow,  purchased 
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from  Mr.  Hutchings  two  of  the  bonds  so  allotted  to  him,  and  paid  for     V.O.  M. 
them  the  foil  sum  of  £1000 ;  but  not  having  received  any  interest        1870 
upon  them,  she  sued  the  company  for  the  amount  due  up  to  the  5th       jyTw 
of  May,  1865,  which  was  paid  to  her,  with  the  costs  of  the  action.  ^^^^ 
In  March,  1866,  she  intermarried  with  William  Yaies,  her  present     Company. 
husband,  and  previously  to  such  marriage  a  settlement  was  exe-    (^oSlit 

cnted  by  which  she  assigned  to  George  Charley,  his  executors,        

administrators,  and  assigns,  among  other  things,  the  two  bonds  and 
all  moneys  due  thereon,  upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned. 

In  January,  1867,  George  Chorley  took  proceedings  against  the 
company  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  recovery  of  the 
principal  moneys  secured  by  the  two  bonds,  and  interest  from  the 
5th  of  May,  1865. 

The  company  pleaded  to  the  action,  but  the  plea  was  withdrawn 
upon  an  agreement  that  judgment  should  not  be  signed  until  the 
expiration  of  three  months.  Judgment  was  accordingly  entered 
up  against  the  company  on  the  2nd  of  March,  1868,  for  the  sum 
of  £1141  48.  7d.y  being  the  principal  moneys  and  interest  due  up 
to  that  day ;  neither  this  sum  nor  the  costs  of  the  action  had  yet 
been  paid. 

The  two  bonds  were  registered  in  the  books  of  the  company  as 
having  been  granted  to  Thomas  Hvichings,  and  a  transfer  of  such 
bonds  to  Mrs.  Yaies  was  subsequently  registered. 

The  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  on  the  24th  of  April, 
1868. 

The  objections  on  the  part  of  the  official  liquidator  were,  first, 
that  there  was  no  sufficient  consideration  for  the  debentures,  the 
only  alleged  consideration  being  the  cancellation  by  Mr.  Hviehings 
of  a  contract  with  the  company  for  the  execution  of  a  part  of  their 
work,  and  the  loss  of  profit  which  he  had  expected  to  realise  by 
carrying  out  the  contract ;  secondly,  that  Mr.  Hutohings  had  never 
executed  the  release^  which  he  was  bound  to  have  done  by  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  with  him  before  he  received  the  bonds ; 
and  thirdly,  that  the  directors  had  no  power  to  issue  the  bonds  in 
question. 

Mr.  Tearson,  Q,C.,  and  Mr.  Everitt^  in  support  of  the  claim : — 
These  bonds  were  iesned  by  the  company  for  the  payment  of 
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money  due  to  Thcnias  HuiehinffSy  and  were  valid ;  but  even  if  they 
were  not  valid  as  between  the  company  and  Mr.  Hvichingt,  their 
validity  cannot  now  be  questioned.  Mrs.  Yaies  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  issue  of  the  bonds ;  and 
her  claim,  and  that  of  her  trustee,  must  be  admitted  as  purchasers 
for  valuable  consideration  without  notice.  They  are  not  bound  by 
any  equities  which  affect  HutehinffSy  the  original  holder  of  the 
bonds. ,  The  company  is  estopped  by  the  judgment. 

These  principles  are  established  by  WiUiams  v.  8L  Oeorg^s 
Earhcur  Comfawy  (1),  Higgs  v.  Northern  Assam  Tea  Oampany  (2), 
and  In  re  General  Estates  Company  (3). 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  DedmiM  Sturges,  for  the  official 
liquidator : — 

The  first  objection  to  this  claim  is,  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
consideration  for  the  debentures,  the  only  consideration  alleged 
being  the  cancellation  by  Mr.  Hutehings  of  a  contract  with  the 
company  for  the  execution  of  a  part  of  their  works,  and  the  loss  of 
profit  which  he  had  expected  to  realise  by  the  carrying  out  of 
the  contract.  Another  objection  is  that,  by  the  express  terms  of 
the  resolution  of  the  board  under  which  the  debentures  were 
issued,  it  was  stipulated  that  Mr.  Hutehings  should  execute  a 
release  of  all  claims  against  the  company  in  respect  of  the  contract 
before  he  received  the  debentures.  There  is  no  evidence  that  any 
such  release  was  ever  executed,  and  there  is  no  trace  of  its  existence 
in  the  company's  books. 

We  farther  object  to  the  validity  of  the  debentures,  that  there 
were  not  present  at  the  meeting  the  requisite  number  of  directors 
having  in  their  possession  the  prescribed  number  of  twenty  shares 
in  the  undertaking.  The  resolution  was  therefore  invalid.  Hr. 
Hutohings  had  full  knowledge  that  the  persons  dealing  with  him 
were  not  properly  qualified  to  act,  and  was  bound  in  Equity;  and 
his  assigned  taking,  subject  to  all  equities,  is  equally  bound. 

Another  objection  is,  that  the  company  had  no  power  to  issue 
these  debentures.  The  only  power  they  had  to  borrow  money  was 
conferred  by  the  Act,  and  never  came  into  operation. 


(1)  2  De  G.  &  J.  547.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Ex.  387. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  758. 
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That  this  claimant  is  bound  by  the  equities  which  affect  Hukdhings     y.-c.  M« 
19  sufficiently  clear  by  the  cases  of  In  re  Nabd  Investment  Com*        i870 
pany  (1),  and  Athenseum  Life  Asturance  Society  v.  Pooley  (2).    In       }^ 
the  present  case  the  bonds  do  not  even  purport  to  make  the  sum  Sodth  Essex 
secured  payable  to  bearer  or  to  the  holder  for  the  time  being,  and     CotsFj^x. 
are  therefore  even  less  like  a  promissory  note  or  instrument  negoti- 
able at  law  than  was  the  instrument  in  In  re  Noted  Investment  Comr 
pany.   These  debentures  were  mere  chosea  ina/stiony transferable  in 
equity  only,  and  therefore  subject,  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees,  to 
all  the  equities  between  the  original  parties  to  the  contract 

In  many  respects  the  case  of  Mhenesuim  Assuranee  Society  v. 
Pooley  resembles  this ;  and  there  it  was  held  that^  although  the 
assignment  of  the  debentures  had  been  registered  by  the  company, 
and  interest  paid  upon  them,  the  company  was  not  bound  by 
them. 


Mr,  OlaseOy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  BrownOy  for  two  contiibutories. 
Mr.  Pearsonj  in  reply,  cited  Terrell  v.  Siggs  (3). 


Nov.  25.    Sib  R.  Malins,  V.C.  :— 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  these  bonds  were  issued  by  the 
company  with  the  intention  that  they  should  be  negotiable ;  and 
it  was  clearly  proved,  and  not  disputed  by  the  official  liquidator, 
that  Mrs.  TateSy  when  a  widow,  purchased  them  for  their  full 
nominal  value  of  £1000,  which  was  paid  by  her  by  a  cheque  on 
her  bankers. 

It  appears  that  Mrs.  YaJtes  subsequently  sued  the  company  for 
the  interest  due  upon  the  bonds  up  to  May,  1865,  and  this  amount 
was  paid  her,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  action.  Then,  in 
January,  1867,  Mr.  Ohyrley,  the  trustee  of  the  settlement  made 
upon  Mrs.  Ycie^  marriage  with  her  present  husband,  took  pro- 
ceedings against  the  company  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for 
the  recovery  of  the  principal  money  secured  by  the  bonds  and 
interest  from  the  last  time  of  payment.    The  company  pleaded  to 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  355.  (2)  3  De  G.  &  J.  294. 

(3)  1  De  G.  &  J.  388. 
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the  action,  but  the  plea  was  withdrawn  apon  an  agreement^  dated 
the  30th  of  November,  1867,  that  judgment  should  not  be  signed 
for  three  months.  At  the  expiration  of  that  period,  no  further 
proceedings  having  been  taken,  judgment  was  entered  up  on  the 
2nd  of  March,  1868.  In  this  state  of  things  the  winding-up  pro- 
cess commenced,  by  the  presentation  of  a  Petition  to  wind  up  the 
company,  on  the  29th  of  February,  1868.  The  official  liquidator 
resists  the  payment  of  the  debt  claimed,  on  the  ground  that  the 
bonds  were  issued  under  circumstances  which  rendered  them  in- 
valid in  the  hands  of  Hutchings,  to  whom  they  were  originally 
issued,  and  that  Mrs.  Yaies,  though  a  purchaser  for  value,  took 
them  subject  to  the  equities  between  the  company  and  HiUehings; 
and  that,  as  he  could  not  have  recovered  upon  them,  she  is  in  no 
better  situation. 

In  the  view  I  take  of  the  case  it  is  not  now  necessary  for  me  to 
enter  into  the  question  of  the  original  validity  of  the  bonds  in  tbe 
hands  of  HutcTiings.  It  may  be  assumed  that  while  in  his  hands 
they  were  invalid,  but  they  were  intended  to  be  assignable ;  they 
have  been  assigned  for  value,  the  assignment  has  been  registered 
in  the  books  of  the  company,  and  the  liability  of  the  company  has 
been  acknowledged  in  such  a  manner  that  the  official  liquidator  is 
not,  in  my  opinion,  now  entitled  to  question  their  validity.  The 
actions  at  law  on  the  bonds,  and  the  final  judgment  obtained,  are, 
I  think,  conclusive  evidence  of  a  debt  against  the  company. 

I  delayed  giving  judgment  in  this  case  till  after  I  had  heard 
the  case  of  the  debentures  in  the  Imperial  Land  Company  of 
Marseilles,  which  I  decided  on  Tuesday  last.  In  the  argument  of 
that  case  a  decision  was  cited  which  was  not  referred  to  in  the 
argument  of  this  case,  which  is,  I  think,  conclusive  in  favour  of 
this  claim.  I  allude  to  BuleU's  Case  (1),  where  debentures  were 
issued  by  a  company  in  payment  for  work  to  a  person  who  was 
styled  an  honorary  director,  but  whose  name  was  not  inserted 
in  the  list  of  directors.  He  assigned  the  debentures  to  a  third 
party,  without  notice  of  his  having  acted  as  a  director,  and  judg- 
ment was  recovered  against  the  company  for  interest  due  upon 
the  debentures.  When  the  company  was  wound  up,  it  was  held 
that  the  assignee  was  entitled  to  prove  on  the  debentures.    In 

(1)  2  J.  &  II.  306. 
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tliat  case  it  was  clear  that  the  debentures  were  originally  invalid, 
but  there  were  circumstances  sufiScient  to  affect  the  company  itself 
with  knowledge  of  the  transfer,  and  with  that  knowledge  judgment 
was  allowed  to  pass  in  the  action  brought  by  the  assignee  in  the 
original  holder's  name  for  the  interest  due.  After  that,  it  was 
not  open  to  the  company  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  claim. 

That  a  contract  not  originally  binding  upon  a  company  may 
become  so  by  a  judgment  obtained  in  an  action  upon  it  is  also 
clear  by  Williams  v.  St  George's  Harbour  Company  (1),  cited  in 
support  of  the  claim.  In  that  case  a  landowner  withdrew  his 
opposition  in  Parliament^  to  a  bill,  on  an  agreement  with  the  pro- 
moters that  the  company  would  take  his  land  on  certain  terms. 
After  the  passing  of  the  Act  the  landowner  brought  an  action  for 
breach  of  the  agreement  against  the  promoters,  which  was  stayed 
on  the  company  being  made,  by  arrangement,  Defendants  to  a 
new  action,  and  suffering  judgment  for  the  demand ;  and  it  was 
Jbeld  that  the  company  thereby  adopted  the  agreement,  whether  it 
would  have  been  otherwise  binding  on  them  or  not. 

The  case  of  Siiggs  v.  Nortliern  Assam  Tea  Company  (2)  is  an 
important  authority  in  favour  of  this  claim.  The  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  In  re  General  Estates  Company  (3)  is  also 
favourable  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim.  In  that  case  the  directors 
had  given,  for  value,  an  instrument  under  the  seal  of  the  company, 
beaded  "  debenture,"  and  stamped  as  a  deed,  by  which  the  com- 
pany undertook  to  pay  to  the  order  of  J.  H.,  on  the  Ist  of  July, 
1867,  £1000,  with  interest  half-yearly,  on  presentation  of  the 
annexed  interest  warrants.  Their  Lordships  held,  that  the  indorsee 
and  transferee  for  value  of  this  instrument  was  entitled  to  prove 
^n  it  against  the  company,  free  from  equities  between  J.  S,  and 
the  company. 

The  claim  for  the  principal,  interest,  and  costs  must  therefore 
^  allowed. 
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Solicitor  for  the  Claimant :  Mr.  Pearpoint 
Solicitors  for  the  Company :  Messrs.  Western  dk  Sons. 
Solicitors  for  the  Contributories  :  Messrs.  Duncan  &  Murlon. 


(1)  2  De  G.  &  J.  547.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Ex.  887. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  758. 
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1870 


.  j^y  22  •  By  an  agreement  in  1865  between  three  directors  of  the  Albert  Comjxirnj 

Aug.  2 ;  and  three  directors  of  the  Western  Society ,  it  was  agreed  that  the  Compantf 

^^nJ^\n^  *  should  take  upon  itself  all  the  liabilities  of  the  Society ;  and  that  in  considera- 

....  *  tion  of  such  undertaking  the  Society  should  transfer  to  the  Company  all  the 

funds  and  property  of  the  Society. 

Amongst  the  latter  were  a  lease  which  had  been  taken  in  the  name  of  a 
trustee  for  the  Society ;  mortgages  which  had  been  made  to  trustees  for  the 
Society  to  secure  sums  advanced  by  the  Society  to  mortgagors ;  and  re-assur- 
ance policies  which  had  been  effected  by  the  Society  with  other  assurance 
companies  on  the  lives  of  their  own  policy-holders,  in  order  to  cover  part 
of  the  liability.  On  the  execution  of  the  agreement,  the  lease,  mortgage 
deeds,  and  rc-assurance  policies  were  handed  over,  but  the  lease  and  mort- 
gages were  not,  and  had  not  since  been,  assigned  to  the  Company.  Several 
policy-holders  of  the  Society  did  not  accept  the  united  Company  as  their 
debtors. 

In  1869,  the  Company,  and  afterwards  the  Society,  were  ordered  to  be 
wound  up.    The  indemnity  of  the  Company  having  thus  failed : — 

Held,  that  the  liquidator  of  the  Society  was  not  entitled,  on  the  principle 
of  lien  for  unpaid  purchase-money,  to  have  delivered  back  to  him  by  the 
liquidators  of  the  Company  the  lease,  mortgages,  and  re-assuranoe  policies 
which  had  been  handed  over  to  the  Company : 

Held,  also,  that  the  liquidator  of  the  Society  was  not  entitled,  on  any 
principle  analogous  to  the  right  of  a  surety  who  discharges  the  debt  of  his 
principal,  to  the  benefit  of  the  re-assurance  policies. 

Doctiines  of  vendor*s  lien  and  princi^ial  and  surety  discussed. 

1  HIS  was  a  summons  (dated  the  27th  of  April,  1870),  adjourned 
from  Chambers,  on  behalf  of  the  official  liquidator  of  the  Western 
Life  Assurance  Society,  that  the  official  liquidators  of  the  Albert 
Life  Assurance  Company  might  be  ordered  to  deliver  up  to  the 
liquidator  of  the  Western  all  the  title-deeds  and  documents  of 
title  belonging  to  the  Western  or  its  trustees ;  and  all  policies  of 
assurance  effected  by  the  Western  with  any  other  assurance  society 
or  company,  and  all  securities  for  money  belonging  to  the  Western 
or  the  liquidator  thereof,  and  all  other  unrealised  assets  handed  by 
the  Western  to  the  Albert,  and  the  documents  relating  thereto. 
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The  questions  were  shortly  these : — In  1845  the  business  and      V.O.J, 
assets  of  the  Western  were  transferred  to  the  AlberL    At  that        isvo 
time  the  Western  were  possessed  of  a  lease  standing  in  the  name       ^^ 
oi  a  trustee  for  them,  and   of  some  property  which  had  been  Albert  Life 
mortgaged  to  trustees  for  them  to  secure  advances  made  by  the     Company. 
society  to  the  mortgagors.     They  held  also  a  number  of  policies  of    ^^  parte 
re-assurance  which  they  had  effected  with  other  companies  to  coyer.       Life 
in  part,  the  amounts  for  which  they  were  liable  to  their  own  policy-     Socnm!' 

holders.     All  these  were  included  in  the  general  assets  which  they        

agreed  to  hand  over  to  the  Albert,  and  the  Albert  agreed  to  in-  . 
demnify  the  Western  sh^areholders  against  all  claims  on  them. 
The  documents  were  all  handed  oyer  to  the  Albert^  but  the  lease 
and  mortgages  had  never  been  assigned,  and  were  still  standing 
in  the  names  of  the  trustees.  When  the  Albert  came  to  be  wound 
up,  the  indemnity  became  worthless,  and  the  Western  shareholders, 
becoming  liable  to  those  of  their  policy-holders  who  had  not  ac- 
cepted the  Albert  as  their  debtors,  claimed  to  be  entitled  bene- 
ficially to  the  lease,  mortgages,  and  re-assurance  policies. 

The  (admitted)  facts  and  documents  upon  which  the  arguments 
turned  were  the  following : — 

The  Western  Society  was  constituted,  under  the  name  of  the 
Western,  Manchester,  and  London  Life  Asst^anee  Society,  in  1842. 

By  clauses  160  and  101  of  their  deed  of  settlement,  dated  the 
Ist  of  July,  1842,  the  directors  were  empowered  to  effect  re-assur- 
ance policies. 

On  the  14th  of  June,  1865,  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  three  directors  of  the  Western  of  the  one  part,  and  three 
directors  of  the  Albert  of  the  other  part. 

The  deed  recited  that  ^'the  board  of  directors  of  the  said 
Society  and  Company  respectively  have  resolved  that  an  amalga- 
mation of  the  said  Society  with,  and  transfer  of  its  business  and 
liabilities  and  assets  to,  the  said  Company  is  desirable,  and  it  has 
been  deemed  expedient  that  a  provisional  agreement  for  such 
amalgamation  and  transfer  should  be  entered  into  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  the  terms  upon  which  the  said  Society  shall  transfer 
its  business  and  liabilities  and  assets  to  the  said  Company,  if  it  be 
found  that  the  said  Society  and  Company  have  power  to  carry  into 
effect  such  amalgamation  and  transfer,  or  can  obtain  such  power 
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V.-C.  J.      without  having  recourse  to  Farh'ament;  and  that  "the  directors 

1870        of  the  said  Society  in  extraordinary  board  assembled,  by  a  resolu- 

jj^       tion  dated  the  13th  day  of  June,  1865,  haye  recommended  the 

Albbut  Life  dissolution  of  the  said  Society,  in  "order  to  carry  into  eflfect  such 

ASSUBANOK  ^'  / 

Company,     amalgamation    and   transfer,   in   accordance   with    the    deed  of 
Ex  parte     settlement  of  the  said  Society*' 

Westbkn 

Life  The  deed  then  witnessed  that  it  was  thereby  agreed  and  declared 

Society,     between  the  parties  thereto,  as  follows : 

1.  "  The  directors  of  the  said  Society  shall,  as  soon  as  practicable 
after  the  execution  of  this  agreement,  convene  two  extraordinary 
general  meetings  of  the  Soctety,  in  conformity  with  the  provisions 
of  the  deed  of  settlement  thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  dissolving  the 
said  Society" 

2.  **  Upon  the  confirmation  by  such  second  extraordinary 
general  meeting  of  a  resolution  for  dissolving  the  said  Society,  and 
in  consideration  of  the  transfer  of  funds  and  property  to  be  made 
to  them  as  next  hereinafter  is  provided,  the  said  Company  shall 
pay  and  satisfy  all  claims  and  demands  upon  the  said  Society 
arising  from  assurances,  annuities,  and  other  contracts  and  engage- 
ments, when  and  as  the  times  for  the  payment  and  satisfaction  of 
the  same  successively  arrive,  and  shall  take  upon  itself  all  other 
the  liabilities  of  every  description  of  the  said  Society.'* 

3.  '^  In  consideration  of  such  undertaldug  as  last  aforesaid,  and 
of  the  provisions  hereinafter  contained  respecting  the  policies  of 
the  said  Society,  and  the  several  other  conditions  herein  contained, 
the  said  Society  shall,  as  soon  as  is  practicable  after  the  passing  of 
such  second  resolution,  transfer  to  the  said  Company  all  the  funds 
and  property  of  the  said  Society  of  whatever  kind  they  may  be— 
good,  bad,  or  doubtful — together  with  the  right  to  receive  all 
premiums  that  may  become  payable  in  respect  of  all  the  then 
existing  policies,  either  issued  by  the  said  Society  or  the  liabilities 
under  which  have  been  undertaken  by  the  said  Society,  and  all 
other  amounts  due  and  payable  or  to  become  due  and  payable  to 
the  said  Society;  it  being  agreed  that  the  said  Company  shall 
take  upon  itself  all  risk  and  loss  attending  the  realisation  of  the 
assets  of  the  said  Society  y  .  .  . 

4.  ''  The  said  Company  shall  give  to  all  policy-holders  in  the 
said  Society,  whose  policies  are  in  existence  at  the  period  of  its 
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dissolution,  the  same  present  and  future  facilities,  privileges,  and      V.-O.  J. 
benefits  in  every  respect,  as  if  they  had  been  eflTected  with  the  said        1670 
Company,  and  shall  in  every  case  when  the  said  Society  has  entered        jy^g 
into  any  special  contract  with  the  holder  of  any  such  policy,  ^^kktLife 
observe  the  same  in  like  manner  as  the  said  Society  would  be     Compact. 
bound  to  do  if  such  dissolution  had  not  taken  place,  except  as  to 
future  bonus  in  respect  of  policies  becoming  claims  before  the 
31st  day  of  December,  1866." 

6.  "  The  books,  accounts,  papers,  vouchers,  and  documents  of  the 
said  Society  shall  be  handed  over  to  the- said  Company,  who  shall 
hold  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  business."  .  .  . 

7.  "The  agencies,  connections,  and- goodwill  of  the  said  Society 
shall  become  the  property  of  the  said  Company."  .  .  . 

18.  "The  board  of  directors  of  the  said  Society  will,  at  the 
request  and  cost  of  the  said  Company,  execute  all  deeds  and  do 
all  acts  that  may  be  necessary,  or  that  counsel  may  advise  (except 
applying  for  a  special  Act  of  Parliament),  for  more  eflfectually 
vesting  in  the  said  Company  or  its  trustees  all  the  funds  and 
property,  connections,  agencies,  and  goodwill  of  the  said  Society ; 
and  the  said  Company  will,  at  the  request  of  the  directors  of  the 
said  Society,  but  at  its  own  cost,  execute  all  deeds,  and  do  all  acts 
that  may  be  necessary,  or  that  counsel  may  advise  (except  apply- 
ing for  a  special  Act  of  Parliament),  for  more  effectually  under- 
taking the  liabilities  of  the  said  Society,  and  releasing  the  said 
Society  therefrom." 

At  an  extraordinary  board  meeting  of  directoi'S,  held  on  the 
13th  of  June,  1865,  it  was  resolved,  first,  that  "it  is  desirable  that 
the  offer  of  another  large  life  assurance  company  for  the  union  of 
the  business  of  this  society  with  it  be  accepted ;"  and,  secondly, 
that  "in  order  to  effect  this  union  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  deed  of  settlement,  this  board  recommends  the 
dissolution  of  this  society ;"  and  it  was  ordered  accordingly. 

Kotice  of  the  passing  of  these  resolutions  and  summoning  a 
meeting  of  shareholders  was  given,  and  at  an  extraordinary 
general  meeting  of  the  Society,  held  pursuant  to  the  notice  on  the 
29th  of  June,  1865,  a  resolution  "  that  this  Society  be  dissolved  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the  extraordinary  board 
of  directors  held  on  the  13th  of  June,  1865,"  was  carried  by  a 
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large  majority.  At  a  second  extraordinary  meeting,  held  on  the 
14th  of  July  following,  the  resolution  was  confirmed. 

On  the  17th  of  September,  1869,  the  Albert  Company  was 
ordered  to  be  wound  up,  and  the  Western  Society  was  ordered  to 
be  wound  up  on  the  4th  of  December,  1869. 

The  documents  of  title  sought  to  be  recovered  by  this  summons 
were  the  following : — 

(a)  A  lease  of  a  house  in  Parliament  Street,  Westminster^  which 
belonged  to  the  Western  Society  at  the  date  of  the  agreement  of 
the  14th  of  June,  1865,  and  was  then  vested  in  Thomas  Chrissell  as 
a  trustee  for  the  Western  Society. 

(6)  Divers  mortgages  for  sums  now  amounting  to  £10,695  4s.  bd. 
or  thereabouts,  which  at  the  date  of  the  agreement  formed  part  of 
the  assets  of  the  Society^  and  were  vested  in  trustees  or  a  trustee 
for  it. 

(c)  Divers  policies  of  assurance  (called  re-assurance  policies)  for 
sums  amounting  to  £68,349  or  thereabouts,  which  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  agreement  had  been  effected  by  the  Western,  or  to  the 
benefit  of  which  it  had  become  entitled,  with  other  assurance 
companies,  upon  lives  assured  by  the  Society^  or  for  the  assurances 
upon  which  it  had  become  liable,  and  which  formed  part  of  its 
assets. 

The  admissions  (as  amended)  stated  as  follows : — 

"  In  further  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  the  said  Society 
and  its  trustees  paid  and  transferred  to  the  Albert  Company  cash 
amounting  to  £14,000,  and  upwards,  as  well  as  divers  sums  of  Con- 
solidated and  New  £3  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities,  and  other  Govern- 
ment funds,  and  certain  Canada  bonds,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
the  value  of  £23,000,  and  upwards ;  and  also  handed  over  to  the 
Cmtpany  divers  policies  of  re-assurance  effected  with  other  com- 
panies, and  mortgage  deeds,  bonds,  and  other  securities,  and  the  title- 
deeds  of  certain  leasehold  premises  belonging  to  the  Society,  and 
enabled  the  Company  to  receive  balances  in  the  hands  of  the  said 
Society^  agents,  or  then  owing  by  the  said  agents,  and  such  balances 
have  been  in  fact  received  by  the  Albert  Company  to  a  considerable 
amount  in  the  whole.  The  total  amount  actually  received  by  the 
Albert  Company  from  the  assets  of  the  Western  Sb<»e<y  (irrespective 
of  premiums  upon  policies)  is  £65,000,  and  upwards." 
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"In  further  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement  divers  policies  of 
the  said  Society  which  were  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  said  agree- 
ment have  been  exchanged  for  policfes  of  the  said  Company^  and 
the  said  Company  indorsed  divers  other  policies  of  the  Society, 
which  were  also  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  said  agreement,  and  by 
such  indorsement  expressly  accepted  the  liability  upon  such 
policies  respectively." 

"In  further  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement  the  said  CJom- 
pany  likewise  indorsed  certain  policies  or  grants  of  annuity  of  the 
said  Society,  which  were  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  said  agree- 
ment, and  by  such  indorsement  expressly  accepted  the  liability 
upon  such  annuity  grants,  or  policies." 

"In  furtlier  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement  the  said  Com- 
pany has  paid  upon  and  in  respect  of  policies  of  the  said  Society 
the  sum  of  £150,000,  and  upwards,  and  in  respect  of  annuity 
grants  of  the  Society  the  sum  of  £11,000,  and  upwards/* 

"  The  said  Albert  Company  has  also  received,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  agreement,  the  sum  of  £170,000,  and  upwards,  for  premiums 
upon  policies  effected  with  or  transferred  by  the  said  Society.'* 

"No  further  act  or  deed  than  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  has 
«ver  been  done  or  executed  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  Society 
for  the  purpose  of  vesting  or  transferring  to  the  said  Company  any 
of  the  deeds  or  documents,  or  property  or  assets,  of  the  said 
Society  hereinbefore  mentioned." 

The  form  of  the  re-assurance  policies  is  shewn  by  the  following 
extract  from  one  effected  with  the  Queen  Company  for  £1000,  on 
the  life  of  a  policy-holder  for  £10,000  in  the  Western.  After 
reciting  that  '*  Arthur  Scratchley,  as  actuary  and  secretary  to,  for, 
and  on  behalf  of  the  Western  .  .  .  Society,  is  desirous  of  effecting  an 
assurance  with  the  Queen  Insurance  Company  in  the  sum  of  £1000 
upon  the  life  of"  A.B.  "of"  (the  Western  policy-holder)  . . .  "and 
hath  delivered  into  the  office  of  the  said  company  a  certain  proposal 
or  statement  in  writing  dated  the  7th  day  of  March,  1865,  making 
reference  to  a  proposal  and  other  documents  setting  forth  the  age, 
past,  present,  and  ordinary  state  of  health  of  the  said  "  A.  JB,  "  and 
which  statement  the  said  Arthur  Scratchley,  as  actuary  and  secre- 
tary'as  aforesaid,  thereby  agreed  should  be  the  basis  of  his  contract 
with  the  said  company ;  now  therefore  these  presents  witness,  and 
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V.-C.  J.      it  is  hereby  declared  by  the  said  company,  that  in  consideration  of 

1870       the  said"  A.  B,  " being  now  alive,  and  of  the  sum  of  £13  4s.  2d. 

J^       paid  by  the  said  Arthur  ScrcUchley,  as  actuary  and  secretary  as 

Albert  liiFE  aforesaid  to  the  said  company,  and  in  case  he  shall  on  the  8th- 

Assurance  '      '' 

CoMPAKY.  day  of  September,  in  the  year  186 — ,  and  on  the  8th  days  of  March 
and  September  in  every  succeeding  year,  during  the  life  of  the  said  " 
A.  B. "  pay  unto  the  said  company  the  premiums  of  £13  4«.  2d.y  the 
funds  and  property  of  the  said  company,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  deed  of  settlement  thereof,  shall  be  liable  to  the 
payment  of  the  sum  of  £1000  to  the  said  Arthur  Scraichley,  as- 
actuary  and  secretary  aforesaid,  or  to  the  successors  in  office  or 
assigns  of  the  said  Arthu/r  Scratchley,  as  aforesaid,  within  three- 
calendar  months  after  satisfactory  proof  shall  have  been  received 
at  the  office  of  the  said  company  of  the  death  of  the  said  "  A.B. 

The  policy  contained  other  ordinary  clauses,  and  was  sealed  with* 
the  company's  seal,  and  signed  by  three  directors. 

As  to  the  lease,  it  was  stated  at  the  Bar,  that  as  the  bouse  had 
been  required  for  a  public  improvement,  the  Albert  liquidators,  in. 
order  to  get  the  purchase-money,  wanted  to  obtain  the  concurrence- 
of  Mr.  OrwseUy  the  trustee  of  the  Westeniy  in  the  conveyance. 


The  summons  came  on 
James  on  the  15th  of  June. 


to   be  heard  before  Vice-Chancellor 


Mr.  JSddiSy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CrachnaHy  for  the  liquidator  of  the 
Western : — 

As  to  the  re-assurance  policies.  Tlie  word  "  amalgamation  "  is 
used  in  the  resolutions  of  1865,  but,  in  fact,  the  arrangement  was 
a  sale  of  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Western  upon  certain  > 
terms.  No  doubt  the  Albert  were  not  bound  to  keep  up  the  re- 
assurances, but  probably  they  could  not  have  sold  them.  The 
indemnity  of  the  Albert  having  failed,  the  claim  of  the  Western  is 
in  the  nature  of  lien  for  unpaid  purchase-money. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  :—Is  it  purchase-mouey  ?  If  I  take 
an  assignment  of  a  lease  I  covenant  to  indemnify  the  assignor. 
If,  then,  I  make  a  mortgage  by  way  of  underlease  for  all  but  one 
day  of  the  term,  would  the  assignor  have  a  lien  on  the  property  ii> 
case  of  non-payment  of  rent  or  breach  of  covenant  ?    You  claim. 


SociiErY; 
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a  lien,  not  for  unpaid  purchase-money,  but  for  some  breach  of  the     V.O,  J. 
obUgation.  1870 

Mr.  Eddis : — In  this  case,  the  same  event  wliich  would  render  .    ^»  '"t 

Albert  Lifk 

US,  the  Wesierrty  liable  to  pay  to  our  policy-holder,  would  render    Assubance 
these  other  companies  liable  to  pay  to  us.     We  transferred  our     ^         ' 
liabilities  to  the  Albert,  but  as  to  some  of  our  policy-holders  there     Webtern 
was  no  novation.     As  to  these  policies,  therefore,  we  are  liable,    Assubakce. 
but  only  secondarily.      The  Albert  are  primarily  liable.     If  a 
surety  is  called  upon  to  pay  a  sum  which  ought  primarily  to 
be  paid  by  his  principal,  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  the 
securities  in  the  possession  of  the  principal  at  the  time  of  the 
payment,  though  entered    into  since  the   contract  and   without 
the  knowledge  of  the  surety. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — How  can  there  be  the  relation  of 
principal  and  surety?  If  there  was  no  novation,  the  policy- 
holder has  no  right  against  the  Albert. 

llr.  Eddia : — ^If  not  strictly  a  case  of  principal  and  surety,  it  is 
one  of  primary  and  secondary  liability. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — Suppose  a  man  oflTers  to  exchange  a 
cheese  for  a  horse,  taking  a  warranty,  and  the  horse  turns  out 
to  be  unsound,  has  he  a  lien  on  the  cheese  in  priority  to  other 
creditors  ? 

Mr.  Eddis : — This  is  not  a  chattel.  What  we  sold  was  a  right 
to  receive  premiums,  subject  to  payment  of  policies  when  they  fall 
due,  with  a  power  to  re-insure  against  those  policies  if  and  when 
paid.  Had  the  Albert  paid,  they  would  have  had  a  right  to  the 
re-assurances.  We  have  had  to  pay ;  hence  we  claim  a  right  to- 
keep  our  own  securities. 

As  to  the  leaseholds  and  moi*tgages,  wo  claim  them  on  a  principle 
analogous  to  that  of  vendors'  lien. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — It  is  rather  an  equitable  stoppage 
in  transitu, 

Mr.  Eddis : — Undoubtedly.  The  principle  of  vendors'  lien  is,, 
that  where  the  consideration  consists  of  money,  or  bond,  or  a  covenant 
to  pay  a  fixed  amount,  the  lien  exists.    But  where  the  consideration 
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is  the  payment  of  a  rent-charge,  the  lien  is  excluded,  because  it 
cannot  be  supposed  to  have  been  the  intention  to  lock  up  the 
property  for  an  indefinite  period :  Earl  of  Jersey  v.  Briton  Ferry 
Floating  Dock  Company  (1).  Here  something  was  left  to  be  done. 
The  Albert  liquidators  call  upon  our  trustee  to  convey  to  them. 
All  we  say  is,  We  are  entitled  to  have  matters  left  in  slaiu  quo  till 
you  fulfil  your  obligations :  Bixon  v.  Oayfere  (2)  ;  In  re  Lang- 
mead*  s  Trusts  (3),  which  was  varied  on  appeal  in  one  point  of  con- 
struction only  (4) ;  CoUins  v.  Collins  (5). 

Mr.  CrachnaU : — These  were  both  companies  under  the  old  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Acts — ^merely  large  partnerships,  not  corpora- 
tions ;  hence  their  securities  were  taken  in  the  names  of  trustees 
for  them.  The  parties  to  this  agreement  were  directors ;  and  it  is 
plain  that  something  more  was  contemplated  to  be  done.  As  to  the 
lease,  can  it  be  said  that  the  Albert  liquidator  can  file  a  bill  for 
specific  performance  against  the  Western  Society  and  Mr.  QrisseUy 
their  trustee  ?  He  would  be  told  he  must  perform  his  part  of 
the  contract.  Would  the  Court,  if  the  money  were  paid  in  under 
the  Lands  Clauses  Ady  pay  the  money  to  the  Albert,  and  order 
the  Wesiern  and  their  trustee  to  join  in  conveying  the  property  ? 

As  to  the  mortgages,  they  stand  in  the  same  position.  They 
can  only  be  recovered  by  proceedings  in  the  names  of  trustees  for 
the  Western. 

In  the  case  of  the  re-assurances,  what  the  Albert  liquidators 
claim  is,  that  they  may  put  the  whole  of  these  re-assurance  policy 
moneys  into  their  pockets,  leaving  us  to  pay  the  whole  of  the 
original  policy.  As  regards  us  and  our  policy-holders,  we  may  be 
the  principal  debtors ;  but  as  between  us  and  the  Albert,  the  Albert 
are  the  principals  and  we  are  the  sureties,  and  if  the  Albert  does 
not  pay,  we  must.    Then  we  have  a  right  to  the  securities. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — If  a  surety,  to  secure  himself,  insures 
the  life  of  the  debtor  at  his  own  risk  and  for  his  own  benefit,  he 
paying  the  premiums,  can  a  co-surety  compel  the  first  surety  to 
deliver  up  that  policy  ? 

Mr.  CracknaU : — As  between  co-sureties,  perhaps  that  could  not 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  409.  (3)  20  Bcav.  20,  26. 

(2)  1  De  G.  &  J.  655.  (4)  7  D.  M.  &  G.  353. 

(5)  31  Beav,  346. 
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be  done.  But  where  a  surety  is  compelled  to  pay  the  debt  of  a 
principal,  the  Court  will  not  allow  the  principal  to  take  the  benefit 
of  securities  which  the  surety  himself  has  created  for  his  own 
protection.  If -4.,  having  a  life  estate,  mortgages  it,  and  jB.,  as 
surety,  mortgages  some  property  to  secure  the  same  debt,  and  then 
C.y  the  mortgagee,  for  his  own  safety,  insures  A's  life,  it  follows 
from  established  principles  that  JB.,  if  he  has  to  pay  (7.,  is  entitled 
to  C*8  policy.' 

By  the  5th  section  of  the  Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act,  1856 
(19  &  20  Vict.  c.  97),  a  surety  who  discharges  the  liability  is 
entitled  to  an  assignment  of  aU  securities  held  by  the  creditor : 
Newton  v.  Chorlton  (1). 


V.-C.  J. 
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On  the  23rd  of  June  the  summons  was  ordered  by  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  James  to  stand  over  for  further  admissions,  and  on  the  22nd 
of  July  it  came  on  again  with  amended  admissions  before  Vice- 
Chancellor  Bacon ;  and  the  arguments  were  continued  on  the  2nd 
of  August  and  the  11th  and  12th  of  November. 

Mr.  Eddie,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CracJcnaU,  in  continuation  : — 

The  question  is,  are  the  Albert  to  be  in  a  better  position  because 
they  have  not  discharged  their  obligation  to  us  ?  Yoriffe  v.  BexjneU  (2). 

« 

The  Albert,  no  doubt,  have  gone  on  paying  premiums  on  the 
re-assurance  policies,  but  then  they  have  been  receiving  the  pre- 
miums on  the  policies  to  secure  which  the  re-assurances  were 
made. 

We  say,  then,  first,  we  have  a  general  lien ;  secondly,  the  Court 
will  take  no  step  to  compel  our  trustee  to  assign  the  lease  and 
mortgages  to  a  wrongdoer,  but  will  order  the  lease,  the  mortgage 
deeds,  and  the  re-assurance  policies  to  be  handed  back  to  us: 
Matthew  v.  Bowler  (3). 

Why  should  not  the  doctrine  of  stoppage  in  transitu,  which 
originally  was  an  equitable  right  (Liokbarrow  v.  Mason  (4)  ),  apply 
to  this  case  ? 


(1)  10  Hare,  C46. 

(2)  9  Ibid.  809,  818. 


(3)  6  Hare,  110. 

(4)  1  Sm.  L.  C.  699,  737. 
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V.-c.  B.  Tlie  result  of  the  Albert  contention  will  be,  that  they  having 

1870       already  received  out  of  the  amalgamation  a  surplus  of  £55,000, 
jj^*^       are  to  be  entitled  to  throw  this  sum  into  the  bottomless  guK  of 

Albert  Life  their  insolvency. 
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Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Higgins,  for  the  liquidators  of  the 
Alheri : — 

The  contention  is,  that  the  Western  are  entitled  to  withdraw 
from  the  funds  of  the  united  company  a  considerable  portion  of 
the  assets,  and  to  treat  those  assets  as  if  they  had  been  hypothe* 
cated  with  them  to  meet  a  certain  liability.  But  the  question  of 
lien  must  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the  transaction  taken  as  a 
whole.  These  Avere  insurance  companies,  the  whole  funds  of  which 
were  liable  pari  passu,  and  without  priority  one  over  another,  to 
the  claims  of  the  policy-holders.  No  member  was  liable  beyond 
his  stake;  yet  the  policy-holder  might  get  a  receiver.  The 
Western,  then,  knew,  and  the  Albert  knew,  that  with  every  fresh 
policy  they  issued  they  were  going  on  pledging  the  whole  of  their 
respective  funds.  Then,  by  the  agreement,  the  Western  policy- 
holder got  a  power  of  effecting  a  policy  with  the  united  company 
if  he  pleased.  Instead  of  his  original  Western  fund,  he  might  take 
the  security  of  the  joint  fund,  including  the  assets  which  the 
Western  agreed  to  hand  over.  This  many  of  the  Western  policy- 
holders did.  How,  as  against  them,  can  these  assets  be  withdrawn 
from  the  joint  fund  ?  Nothing  was  said  in  the  agreement  about  a 
lien,  or  about  giving  the  Western  shareholders  a  primary  charge 
upon  these  assets.  In  Collins  v.  CoUins  (1)  the  thing  sold  was  a 
simple  debt. 

Then  it  was  observed,  that  we  must  come  to  this  Court  for  its 
assistance.  We  do  not  want  specific  performance  ;  we  say  that  the 
Western  trustees,  directly  they  had  notice,  became  trustees  for  us. 
It  is  the  Western  who,  after  the  instruments  have  been  handed 
over  to  us,  bring  us  here,  by  this  summons,  to  get  them  back. 

As  to  the  re-assurance  policies,  the  Western  do  not  claim  them 
generally,  but  they  claim  each  severally,  as  incidental  to  each 
original  policy  of  theirs.  But  it  was  quite  a  matter  of  speculation 
whether  they  would  be  of  any  value  or  not ;  and  it  is  by  our  outlay 

(1)  31  Beav.  346. 
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that  they  have  either  become  or  continued  to  be  valuable.     We  V.-c.  B. 

were  not  bound  to  keep  them  up.  1870 

If  the  Western  have  the  lien  of  a  vendor,  it  must  be  on  every  /„  ,.g 

part  of  the  assets.    The  Western  do  not  and  cannot  say  that  they  ^^uB^AKcr 

have  any  lien  to  the  extent  of  those  policy-holders  who  accepted  Company. 

the  united  company  as  their  debtors — only  as  to  those  who  refused  "w^j^^ 

to  make  a  novation.  ^  ^^^^ 

Assurance 

But  this  is  not  a  claim  for  purchase-money  at  all ;  it  is  only  a     Socibty. 
claim  in  respect  of  damages  for  breach  of  a  collateral  contract   As 
the  Lord  Justice  observed,  if  a  lessor  sues  a  lessee  after  assign- 
ment, there   is  no  lien;  if  a   man   exchanges  a   chattel  for  a 
warranted  horse,  and  the  warranty  fails,  he  has  no  lieu. 

Dixon  V.  Oayfere  (1)  sliews  that  in  such  a  case  as  this  the 
question  of  lien  or  no  lien  must  be  one  of  intention.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  agreement  about  lien,  and  it  would  be  contrary  to 
the  intention,  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  priority  amongst  policy- 
holders, who  are  entitled  to  a  receiver  only  to  prevent  waste  of 
assets :  In  re  State  Fire  Insurance  Company  (2) ;  Reams  v.  Leaf{Z). 

The  Western  had  power  to  do  what  they  actually  did — ^namely, 
hand  over  policies  in  which  all  the  assets  of  the  united  company 
would  be  bound,  subject  to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  Could 
the  Court,  by  mere  implication  of  a  contract,  have  followed 
specific  portions  of  the  property  into  the  coffers  of  the  united 
company  ?  Nothing  was  said  about  distinguishing  one  class  of  the 
assets  from  another. 

The  true  construction  of  the  agreement  is,  that  it  was  not  a  sale 
and  purchase,  but  a  complete  fusion  or  merging  of  one  company  in 
the  other. 

The  obiter  dictum  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  In  re  Langmead's 
Trusts  (4)  was  not  followed  on  the  appeal  (5). 

As  to  the  re-assurance  policies,  vendor's  lien  cannot  apply,  for  the 

contention  is — if  you,  the    Albert,  do  not  pay  that    particular 

policy,  we,  the  Western,  claim  the  re-assurance ;  if  you  do  pay,  we 

make  no  claim. 

The  answer  to  the  argument  founded  on  principal  and  surety 

(1)  1  De  G.  &  J.  655.  (3)  1  H.  &  M.  681. 

(2)  1  D.  J.  &  S.  634.  (4)  20  Peiv.  20. 

(5)  7  D.  M.  &  G.  353. 
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V.C.  B,  is,  that  the  Western  was  not  a  surety  in  respect  of  these  policies. 
1870  A  surety  is  one  of  two  persons  both  of  whom  are  answerable  for 
^^^       the  debt.     Here,  the  Western  only  is  liable.    The  term  **  surety " 

^AawTRAKCE"  ^^  entirely  misapplied.  What  the  amalgamated  society  said  was 
Company.  — ag  between  US  and  the  policy-holders  we  undertake  to  pay  them ; 
Fz parte     g^g  between  us  and  you,  the  Western,  we  undertake,  to  indemnify 

LiPB  you.  An  indemnified  person  is  not  a  surety. 
Society.  Again,  the  re-assurance  policy  never  was  a  security  to  the 
original  policy-holder.  If  the  Western  privately  intended  out  of 
this  particular  fund,  to  pay  a  certain  debt,  and  then  handed  the 
])roperty  over,  that  does  not  bind  it  in  the  hands  of  strangers.  It 
was  never  charged  in  favour  of  the  original  creditor ;  never  ear- 
marked. 

Moreover,  the  surety  has  a  right  when,  and  only  when,  he  has 
paid  the  debt  of  the  principal. 

As  to  the  documents  outstanding  in  the  names  of  trustees,  it 
may  be  admitted  that  there  has  been  no  express  declaration  of 
trust  for  the  united  company  by  the  trustee.  But  he  was  cogni- 
sant of  the  whole ;  and  the  united  company  has  had  the  benefit  of 
the  whole. 

The  claim  is  put  forward  not  on  behalf  of  creditors,  but  of 
shareholders  of  the  Western.  But  the  creditors  of  the  united  com- 
pany are  not  to  be  deprived  of  this  property  for  the  sake  of  the 
shareholders  of  the  Western. 

[Mclvor's  Claim  (1)  was  also  cited.] 

Mr.  Eddis,  in  reply,  referred  to  Hughes  v.  Kearney  (2). 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case, 
continued : — 

For  the  liquidator  of  the  Western  Society  the  case  has  been 
argued  on  two  grounds ;  first,  that  the  failure  of  the  Albert  to 
perform  the  undertaking  to  indemnify  the  Western  (7omjxiny  against 
its  liabilities  and  engagements,  which  was  the  true  consideration 
for  the  agreement,  has  entitled  the  latter  company  to  have  re- 
transferred  to  them  so  much  of  the  property  and  assets  once  theirs 
as  still  remain  unrealised  and  unconverted.    In  support  of  this 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  424.  (2)  1  Sell.  &  Lef.  132. 
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claim  it  has  been  argued  that  the  Western  Company  have  such  a     V.-0.  B. 
lien  and  the  like  rights  as  a  vendor  would  have  against  a  purchaser        1870 
who  had  failed  to  pay  the  price  of  a  thing  sold.  And  secondly,  that        j^  ^^ 
by  the  effect  of  the  transaction  between  the  parties,  the  Western  ^\^bert  Lipb 

*-  '^  Assurance 

Company  who,  in  the  first  instance,  were  primarily  liable  to  the  Company. 
persons  having  claims  upon  them,  have  become,  by  means  of 
the  transfer  of  their  property  and  the  promised  indemnity  of  the 
Alberty  only  liable  in  the  second  degree  as  between  themselves  and 
the  Albert — that  they  have  become,  in  fact,  only  sureties  for  the 
performance  of  their  original  obligations ;  and  that,  therefore,  upon 
the  well  established  law  as  between  principal  and  surety,  they  are 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  the  securities  in  the  hands  of  the 
Albert^  whom  they  call  the  principal  debtor. 

But  I  conceive  that  it  is  impossible  to  maintain  this  latter  con- 
tention. The  very  statement  of  it  proceeds  upon  what  seems  to 
me  to  be  a  fallacy.  The  Albert,  by  the  contract,  undertake  to 
indemnify  the  Western  against  the  enforcement  of  claims  which 
creditors  of  the  Western  may  make  against  the  Western.  K  they 
fail  to  perform  this  contract,  they  are  liable  for  such  consequences 
as  may  ensue  upon  the  breach  of  contract;  but  they  do  not  by  any 
means  thereby  become  the  principal  debtors  of  such  creditors. 

If  the  creditors,  by  contract  or  by  conduct  which  implies  a  con- 
tract, have  substituted  the  Albert  for  the  Westemj  the  latter  are 
thereby  released  from  their  original  obligations,  and  no  question 
arises,  as  between  the  two  companies,  upon  the  engagement  to 
indemnify.  If  the  creditors  have  not  adopted  the  Albert,  or  sub- 
stituted them  for  the  Western,  their  original  debtors,  the  first 
contract  remains  in  its  full  force.  And  it  is  in  those  cases  only  in 
\^hich  the  creditors  retain  their  original  rights  against  the  Western 
that  any  question  arises  between  the  two  companies.  The  creditors 
have  not,  by  contract  or  by  implication,  two  debtors ;  and  it  is  only 
in  cases  where  there  are  two  or  more  debtors  that  the  well-estab- 
Ushed  rule  can  prevail  by  which  one  of  two  debtors,  who  pays  the 
debt  for  which  both  are  liable,  can  claim  the  benefit  of  securities 
or  assets  which  the  creditor  might  claim  the  benefit  of.  In  this 
case,  the  assets  transferred  to  the  Albert  are  in  no  sense  the  property 
ot  or  liable  to,  the  creditors.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that,  even 
if  upon  any  ground  the  Western  could  be  properly  called  sureties 
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V.-C.  B.      for  the  performance  of  any  contract  with  the  creditors — as  I  think 

1870        they  were  not — yet  as  the  assets  in  question  were  not  and  are  not 

^^g        available  to  the  creditors,  the  Western,  even  if  they  had  paid  the 

AiBERT  Life  creditors  in  full,  would  not  be  entitled,  upon  the  ground  alleged, 

^vSSURAn  CE 

Company,  to  have  transferred  to  them  the  assets  which  they  had  assigned  to 
the  Albert. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  upon  the  other  ground 
stated  by  the  claimants  —  namely,  the  lien  which  an  unpaid 
purchaser  has  upon  the  thing  sold  —  the  right  alleged  by  the 
Western  can  be  supported.  I  think  that  in  determining  this  ques- 
tion nothing  turns  upon  the  fact  that  such  part  of  the  property 
assigned  as  now  remains  in  specie  and  unrealised  is  of  various 
kinds.  It  consists  of  a  leaseliold  held  by  a  trustee,  and  of  certain 
mortgages  taken  in  the  names  of  trustees  for  the  Western^  and  still 
held  by  such  trustees,  and  of  re-assurances  eiFected  originally  by 
the  Western  for  the  purpose  of  diminishing  the  amount  of  the  risk 
incurred  by  them  in  respect  of  policies  originally  granted  by  them 
— which  re-assurances  have  been  kept  on  foot  by  the  Albert^  and 
are  still  open  or  current,  but  in  respect  of  which  the  premiums 
paid  by  the  Albert  have  been,  as  they  must  necessarily  have  been, 
less  in  amount  than  the  sums  which  they  have  received  in  respect 
of  the  policies  originally  granted  by  the  Westerny  and  which  have 
been  continued  by  the  Albert  Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  assign- 
ment and  transfer  by  the  Albert  was  of  the  assets  en  masse,  and 
without  reservation  or  distinction,  I  think  that  the  rule  applicable 
to  the  entirety  of  the  subject  of  the  assignment  cannot  be  affected 
or  qualified  by  any  consideration  especially  relating  to  portions  of 
the  entirety  so  assigned. 

Now,  although  the  rule  of  law  upon  which  the  doctrine  of  an 
unpaid  vendor's  lien  depends  must  be  very  frequently  influenced 
by  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case  in  which  it  is  said  to 
arise,  there  is  one  plain  principle  which  guides  and  governs  its 
application  in  all  cases.  If  it  be  expressed,  or  can  be  safely  and 
properly  inferred  from  documentary  or  other  evidence,  or  from  the 
nature  of  the  contract,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that 
the  sale  or  transfer,  however  absolute  in  its  terms,  was  subject  io 
the  condition  that  the  purchase-money  should  be  paid,  or  that  the 
thing  contracted  to  be  don©  by  the  vendee  should  be  performed, 
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the  lien  will  prevail    If,  on  the  other  hand,  no  fipach  inference  can     V.-O.  B. 
be  properly  drawn — ^if  the  performance  of  the  thing  contracted  to        1870 
be  done  by  the  vendee  was  not  the  condition  upon  which  the       j^^g 
transfer  was  made,  bnt  the  engagement  to  do  the  thing  was  the  '^J^^^^^J* 
consideration  for  the  transfer,  the  vendor,  having  accepted  that 
engagement,  has  the  very  thing  he  bargained  for,  and  cannot  say 
that  the  consideration  has  not  passed  to  him.    In  such  cases  the 
lien  cannot  prevail.     The  rule  I  have  mentioned  and  its  applica- 
tion cannot  be  more  pointedly  illustrated  nor  more  clearly  ex- 
pressed than  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Cramoorth  in  Dixon  v. 
Gay/ere  (1). 

The  same  principle  is  established  by  the  cases  of  Parrott  v. 
SweeSand  (2),  and  Clarke  v.  Royle  (3) ;  and  Lord  8L  Leonards  (4), 
in  commenting  on  the  latter  case,  says :  "  There  is  a  marked  dis- 
tinction between  a  conveyance  as  for  money  paid,  with  a  separate 
security  for  the  price,  whether  by  covenant,  bond,  or  note,  and  a 
conveyance  expressed  to  be  in  consideration  of  covenants  which  the 
purchaser  enters  into  by  the  deed  itself." 

If,  then,  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  this  instrument  be  con- 
sidered, it  seems  impossible  to  infer  that,  consistently  with  that 
intention,  any  such  lien  as  the  Western  Society^  contends  for  could 
have  been  contemplated.  The  intention  expressed  in  the  agreement 
is,  that  **  an  amalgamation  of  the  Western  Society  and  a  transfer  of 
its  business  and  liabilities  and  assets  to  the  Albert  Company  "  should 
be  effected.  That  is,  as  I  read  it,  that  the  business  and  dealings 
of  the  amalgamated  company  shall,  for  the  future,  be  carried  on  in 
the  same  manner  and  by  the  same  means  as  those  of  each  society 
had  been  theretofore  carried  on  separately ;  that  the  assets  of  botli 
should  form  a  common  stock,  silbject  to  all  the  existing  liabilities 
and  debts  of  both  companies,  and  to  all  such  as  should  thereafter 
be  contracted  by  the  Albert  Company.  To  hold  that  there  should 
be  any  distinction  between  any  of  the  articles  of  which  this  com- 
mon stock  consisted  would  frustrate  the  very  object/  of  the  aiTange- 
ment — and  it  may,  I  think,  be  also  properly  observed  that,  if  it 
had  been  so  intended,  nothing  would  have  been  more  obvious  and 
simple  than  to  preserve  and  secure  such  distinction  by  declaring 


(1)  1  De  G.  &  J.  655. 

(2)  8  My.  &  K.  655. 
Vol.  XI. 
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(3)  3  Sim.  499. 

(4)  Vend.  &  Pur.  673. 
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V.-C.B.  trusts  to  that  effect— of  which  the  document  referred  to  oontaiDS 

1S70  no  trace.    Then  the  terms  in  which  the  transfer  is  made  are  as 

In  re  explicit  as  the  intention  is  plain.     They  are,  that  **  in  considera- 

-^^^^^^^™  tion  of  the  transfer  of  the  funds  and  property  of  the  Western 

GoMPAxr  Societjft  the  Albert  Company  shall  pay  and  satisfy  all  claims  and 

'^tmS  den^ands  upon  the  said  society  when  and  as  the  same  shall  suc- 

Life  cessively  arise,  and  shall  take  upon  itself  all  other  the  liabilities  of 

JiSSCRAJXOM  , 

SocjiBTT.  .  every  description  of  the  said  society  " 
"-"*  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  clear,  upon  the  principles  I  have 

adverted  to,  that  the  claim  of  the  Western  Company  cannot  he 
sustained ;  for  it  is  impossible  to  infer  from  the  nature  of  the  trans- 
action that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  any  lien  upon 
the  assets  transferred  should  exist ;  and,  further,  by  the  very  terms 
of  the  contract,  not  only  is  such  an  inference  excluded,  but  the 
trae  construction  of  the  contract  is,  that  the  consideration  for 
which  the  transfer  was  made  was  not  the  payment  of  any  price, 
nor  was  it  a  condition  of  the  transfer  that  the  engagement  of  the 
Albert  Company  should  be  performed,  but  the  consideration  waft 
simply  and  solely  the  agreement  that  the  company  should  take 
upon  itself  the  debts  and  engagements  of  the  Western  Society,  and 
all  the  risk  and  loss  which  might  attend  the  realisation  of  the  assets 
transferred. 

For  these  reasons  I  dismiss  the  application  of  the  official  liqui- 
dator of  the  Western  Society. 

[It  was  arranged  that  the  liquidators  of  each  company  should 
take  their  costs  out  of  their  own  funds  respectively.] 

Solicitor  for  the  Western  Liquidator :  Mr.  W.  T.  Manning. 
Solicitors  for  the  Albert  Liquidators:   Messrs.  Lewis,  MvmSf 
Nunn^iSk  Longden. 
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TW  YNAM  V.  PORTER.  V.-O.  B. 

SdicUoT  and  Client — Charge  upon  Property  recovered  or  preserved-^Beceiver —  Jf^ 

23  <fc  24  Vict.  c.  127,  «.  28.  Nov^^2^. 

In  a  suit  by  a  cestui  qt*e  trust  against  a  trustee  of  landed  estate,  praying 
for  an  account  and  reconveyance,  a  receiver  was  ordered  to  be,  and  afterwards 
was,  appointed,  adversely  to  the  Defendant.  Notice  of  motion  for  decree  was 
served,  but  before  the  time  for  closing  evidence  had  arrived,  the  Plaintiff, 
without  consulting  her  solicitor,  and  without  his  knowledge,  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Defendant  for  a  compromise  of  the  suit  on  the  terms, 
first,  that  a  sum  of  cash  should  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff,  then  that  the  mort- 
gages on  the  property  should  be  paid  off,  and  then  that  the  costs  of  all  parties 
estimated  at  a  fixed  sum  should  be  paid.  Upon  hearing  of  the  compromise, 
the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  applied  to  the  Plaintiff  and  to  the  Defendant's 
8i.)licitors  for  the  terms  of  it,  but  was  refused  all  information.  Upon 
Petition  under  the  Solicitors  Act : — 

Held,  that  the  solicitor  was  entitled  to  a  first  charge  for  the  amount  of  his 
taxed  costs,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  upon  the  property  of  the  Plaintiff, 
as  having  been  recovered  and  preserved  through  his  instrumentality. 

1  HIS  was  a  Petition  in  the  suit  of  Ticynam  v.  Porter,  and  in 
the  matter  of  the  8oKcitor8  Ad  (23  &  24  Vict.  c.  127),  by 
Henry  Walker y  Augustus  Samuel  Twyford,  and  Henry  Biehard 
Moyse  Bdtvard,  solicitors,  praying  for  a  declaration  that  the 
Petitioners  were  entitled  to  a  charge  upon,  and  a  right  to  pay- 
ment out  of,  the  shares  and  interests  of  the  Plaintiff  Ann  Caroline 
Allardice  (formerly  Twynam)y  and  the  Defendant  Edward  Twynam 
respectively,  of  and  in  the  hereditaments  and  premises  at  Win- 
Chester,  in  the  Petition  mentioned,  or  any  other  the  property  re- 
covered by  or  preserved  for  them  respectively  in  the  suit,  for  their 
taxed  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  '>f  and  in  reference  to  the  suit, 
as  the  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiff  an  1  the  same  Defendant  respec- 
tively ;  that  the  amount  of  such  cost^  might  be  raised  by  a  sale  of 
the  shares  and  paid  to  the  Petitioneir ;  and  that,  in  the  meantime, 
the  receiver  appointed  in  the  suit  might  be  continued,  at  least  as 
far  as  regarded  the  shares  and  interests  of  the  Plaintiff  and  De- 
fendant Edward  Twynam  respectively  in  the  same  hereditaments. 
From  the  statements  in  the  Petition  the  following  facts 
appeared : — 

Edward  Twynam^  John  Twynam,  Emily,  wife  of  Oeorge  Twynam 
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V^.  B.     Porter,  and  Ann  Caroline  Twynamy  spinster,  were  entitled,  under 

1870       the  wills  of  their  father  and  brother,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee 

TwTKAM     (subject  to  mortgages),  to  freehold  hereditaments  at  Winchesteirt  and 

to  copyhold  hereditaments  at  Fishers  Pond,  near  Winchester ;  also 

as  tenants  in  common  to  leaseholds  at  Fishers  Pond,  renewable  on 

lives. 

On  the  20th  of  June,  1856,  JEdtvard  Twynam,  being  then  and 
still  resident  in  Australia,  executed  an  indenture  conveying  to 
his  brother-in-law,  6?.  T.  Porter,  all  his  shares  and  interest  in  the 
premises  upon  trusts  for  sale  and  management,  with  power  of  revoca- 
tion. In  1857  John  Twynam  emigrated  to  Australia,  having  also 
previously  executed  to  Porter  a  similar  conveyance  of  his  shares 
and  interest  upon  like  trusts. 

Upon  the  emigration  of  EdAvard  Twynam,  Porter  also  undertook 
the  management  of  the  aflfairs  of  his  sister-in-law,  Ann  C.  Twynam, 
then  an  infant ;  and  acting  under  the  above-mentioned  instruments, 
and  on  behalf  of  Ann  G.  Twynam,  and  of  his  wife,  Porter  entered 
upon  the  sole  management  and  superintendence  of  the  heredita- 
ments and  premises,  and  into  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits. 

In  1857  Porter  purchased  out  of  his  own  moneys  the  reversion 
of  the  leaseholds  at  Fishers  Pond. 

On  the  4th  of  March,  1858,  Ann  C.  Twynam  attained  twenty- 
one,  and  in  June  of  that  year  she  handed  to  Porter  sums  amount- 
ing to  £642  out  of  her  own  moneys,  in  order  to  pay  off  a  mortgage 
of  £700  on  the  copyholds,  and  have  a  transfer  of  the  same  to  her 
for  her  own  benefit,  it  being  arranged  tliat  the  residue  of  the 
required  amount  should  be  advanced  out  of  moneys  belonging  to 
Edward  Twynam,  then  in  the  hands  of  Porter.  Of  the  £642  Porter 
applied  only  £300  in  paying  off  the  mortgages,  retaining  the 
balance  in  his  hands. 

On  the  21st  of  November,  1861,  Ann  C.  Twynam,  being  about 
to  go  and  reside  with  her  brothers  in  Australia,  executed,  at  Porter's 
request,  a*  deed  of  conveyance  to  him  similar  to  those  executed  by 
her  brothers,  with  like  power  of  revocation,  of  her  shares  and 
interest  in  the  property,  upon  trusts  for  sale  and  management. 

During  Ann  C.  Twynam's  residence  in  Australia,  Porter  remitted 
to  her  various  sums,  but  rendered  no  account.  On  the  29th  of  July, 
1864,  Porter  took  a  transfer  of  the  £700  mortgage  to  himselt 
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In  1866  Ann  C.  Tvrynam  returned  to  England;  and  on  applica-     V.-C.  B. 
tion  to  Forier  obtained  from  him  some  accounts,  with  which  she        1870 
was  dissatisfied.    In  May,  1867,  John  Twynam  died,  having  by     twtnam 
will  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  Ann  C,  Twynam 
and  Edward  Twynam,  as  tenants  in  common. 

On  the  9th  of  May,  1868,  Ann  C.  Twynam,  by  deed-poll,  re- 
voked the  deed  of  conveyance  to  Porter.  He,  however,  refused 
to  give  effect  to  this  deed  of  revocation,  alleging  that  he  had 
certain  claims  against^  the  property  for  advances  and  for  expenses 
incurred  by  him. 

On  the  15th  of  June,  1868,  Ann  0.  Twynam  (the  Petitioners 
acting  as  her  solicitors)  filed  the  bill  against  Porter,  for  an  ac- 
count ;  for  a  declaration  that  the  trusts  of  the  deed  of  the  21st  of 
November,  1861,  had  been  effectually  revoked,  and  for  the  de- 
livery up  of  the  indenture  to  the  Plaintiff,  and,  if  necessary,  for  a 
reconveyance  to  her ;  for  a  declaration  that  the  Defendant  was  a 
trustee  of  the  mortgage  for  the  Plaintiff;  for  payment  of  what 
should  be  found  due ;  for  an  injunction,  and  a  receiver. 

Subsequently  the  bill  was  amended  by  adding  Emily  Porter 
^nd  Edward  Twynam  as  Defendants;  and,  as  amended,  prayed 
for  a  declaration  that  the  purchase  of  the  reversion  of  the  lease- 
holds at  Fishers  Pond  by  Porter  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the 
persons  beneficially  entitled  thereto. 

In  December,  1868,  the  Defendant  Edward  Twynam  revoked 
his  deed  of  conveyance,  and  gave  a  power  of  attorney  to  act  for 
him  to  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Petitioners. 

On  the  8th  of  May,  1869,  upon  motion  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff, 
it  was  ordered  that  a  receiver  be  appointed  of  the  freehold  and 
leasehold  premises  at  Wincliesler  and  Fishers  Pond  ;  and  by  another 
order,  dated  the  22nd  of  June,  1869,  Banister  Fletcher  was  appointed 
such  receiver ;  and  by  a  third  order,  dated  the  7th  of  July,  1869, 
it  was  ordered  that  the  receiver  should  be  at  liberty  to  apply  the 
rents  and  profits  in  keeping  down  the  interest  on  the  mortgages. 

Emily  Porter  died  in  August,  1869 ;  and  the  suit  was  revived. 
Sabsequently  the  bill  was  re-amended,  by  seeking  to  make  the 
Defendant  Porter  chargeable  with  wilful  neglect  and  default ;  and 
notice  of  motion  for  decree  was  served  on  the  Defendant  Porter  on 
the  16th  of  May,  1870. 
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y.-C.  B.         Throngliout  the  proceedings  in  the  suit  the  Petitioners  acted  as 
1870       the  Plaintiff's  solicitors^  and  since  Edward  Twynam  was  made  a 
TwTKAK     Defendant  they  had  acted  as  his  solicitors. 
PoBTKR.         Before  the  time  for  taking  evidence  had  closed,  the  Plaintiff, 

without  consulting  the  Petitioners,  and  without  their  knowledge, 

had  a  meeting  with  the  Defendant  Porter,  and  thereupon,  withoat 
consulting  them  or  informing  them  of  her  intention,  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  Defendant  Porter  for  the  compromise 
of  the  suit.  The  first  intimation  of  this  compromise  was  by  a 
letter,  dated  the  17th  of  May,  1870,  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the 
Petitioner  Walker,  as  follows :  *^  I  have  signed  an  agreement  for 
making  full  provision  for  the  payment  of  your  costs  in  this  suit; 
be  so  good  as  to  stay  all  further  proceedings." 

The  Petitioners  wrote  to  the  Plttintiff,  and  applied  to  the 
Defendant  Porter's  solicitors,  Messrs.  Vizard,  Croupier,  &  Co^  to 
obtain  the  terms  of  the  compromise,  but  to  the  letters  no  answer 
was  returned,  and  the  Defendant's  solicitors  refused  to  give  the 
information. 

On  the  1st  of  June,  1870,  the  Plaintiff  married  the  Rev.  Earry 
James  AUa/rdice. 

On  the  13th  of  June,  1870,  an  application  was  made  on  behalf 
of  the  Defendant  Porter  to  discharge  the  receiver;  and  the 
summons  was  ordered  to  stand  over  generally. 

The  Defendant  Porter  had  caused  the  property  to  be  advertised 
for  sale. 

On  the  24th  of  June,  1870,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to 
change  her  solicitors,  and  Messrs.  Vizard,  Crowder,  dk  Co,  were 
appointed  her  solicitors. 

This  Petition  was  then  presented. 

From  the  evidence  of  the  Bespondents,  in  opposition  to  the 
Petition,  it  appeared  that  the  terms  of  the  compromise,  which  was 
signed  on  the  17th  of  May,  1870,  were  substantially  as  follows : 
That  an  immediate  stay  of  all  proceedings  in  the  suit,  including 
the  discharge  of  the  receiver,  should  be  consented  to  by  all  parties ; 
that  proceedings  for  effecting  a  sale  of  the  property  should  be 
at  once  commenced  and  carried  out;  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
should  be  applied  in  payment  of,  1,  the  expenses  of  the  sale ;  2,  £500 
to  the  Plaintiff  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  Fishers  Pond  estate; 
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3,  the  mortgages  on  the  Winchester  estate ;   4,  other  mortgages     V.-CL  B. 
on  the  Winchester  and  Fishers  Pond  estates ;  5,  the  costs  of  all        1870 
parties  of  the  suit,  estimated  at  £350 ;  and  the  residue  as  therein     tv\  ynam 
mentioned;   and  that  in  the  event  of  proceedings  being  taken      ^q^^^^ 

against  the  Plaintiff  for  her  costs  of  the  snit^  the  Defendant  Porter    .  

should  raise  and  pay  the  same  by  the  creation  of  a  first  charge  on 
the  Fishers  Pond  property  (of  the  first  mortgage  on  which  he 
was  assignee);  and  that  any  costs  which  shonld  be  paid  out  of 
the  £500  should  be  recouped  to  the  Plaintiff  out  of  the  £350 
agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  costs  of  the  suit 

This  agreement  was  afterwards  embodied  in  a  deed,  dated  the 
30th  of  May,  1870^  and  made  between  the  Plaintiff  of  the  first 
party  the  Bey.  Harry  James  AUardiee  of  the  second  part,  and  the 
Defendant  Porter  of  the  third  part;  and  by  a  deed,  dated  the 
31st  of  May,  1870,  being  the  marriage  settlement  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  AjBardice,  the  share  and  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  to  be  effected  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  compromise,  were  settled  upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  Thwrslan  EoUand,  for  the  Peti* 
tioners : — 

The  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  exhaust  the  estate,  to  post- 
pone payment  of  the  Petitioners,  and  to  fix  an  amount  for  payment 
of  the  costs. 

This  is  a  case  clearly  within  the  Act.  Mr.  Walker  was  regularly 
retained,  on  no  special  terms,  was  instructed,  and  has  paid  sums 
out  of  pocket.  By  means  of  the  order  for  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
followed  by  the  order  appointing  him,  the  property  has  been 
'^recovered  or  preserved  through  the  instrumentality  of"  the 
Petitioners,  within  the  meaning  of  the  28th  section  of  the  statute. 
The  Defendant's  control  of  the  estate  was  thereby  put  an  end  to, 
•and  the  Plaintiff  obtained  a  great  advantage  in  arranging  the 
terms  of  the  compromise :  White  v.  Pearce  (1) ;  Bailey  v.  Birchall  (2) , 
Schclefidd  v.  Lochwood  (3) ;  Davis  v.  Lowndes  (4) ;  Shaw  v* 
Nede  (5). 

(1)  7  Hare,  276.  (3)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  83. 

(2)  2  H.  &  M.  371.  .       (4)  3  0.  B.  808,  823. 

(5)  6  H.  L  C.*581, 601.  . 
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Y.-0.  B.         Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.>  and  Mr.  Kekemchj  for  the  Plaintififs,  Mrs.  AUardiee 
1870        and  her  husband : — 

TwTNAH  The  property  being  the  subject  of  a  compromise  not  shewn  to 
PoiiTEB.  have  been  fraudulent,  there  is  no  existing  fund  on  which  the  lien 
can  attach :  In  re  Sullivan  v.  Fearson  (1). 

The  Petitioners  do  not  impeach  the  compromise,  thereby  admit* 
ting  their  inability  to  disturb  it,  but  they  make  a  claim  which 
indirectly  assails  it  Either  they  must  go  the  length  of  asking  the 
Court  to  treat  it  as  wholly  null  and  void,  or  they  must  submit  to 
its  terms.    They  cannot  approbate  and  reprobate. 

This  property  hets  not  been  ** recovered"  at  all;  still  less 
"  through  the  instrumentality  of  "  the  Petitioners.  The  effect  of  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  has  been  simply  to  keep  down  the 
interest  on  the  mortgages ;  and  the  compromise  was  effected 
without  the  aid  of  the  Petitioners. 

In  WkUe  V.  Pearce  (2),  which  was  before  the  Act,  the  fund  had 
been  actually  recovered.  In  Bailey  v.  Birchall  (3),  the  suit  in 
-which  the  receiver  was  appointed  was  a  mere  interim  bill,  and  the 
receiver  was  appointed  by  consent  of  all  parties. 

The  result  of  the  order  will  be  to  impede  the  sale,  which  would 
be  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties,  and  to  give  a  lien  on  property 
which  belongs  to  other  persons  than  the  Petitioners'  clients :  Berrie 
V.  Howitt  (4). 

Mr.  Metholdf  for  the  trustees  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  AJlardice'z  settle- 
ment. 

The  Defendant  Udward  Ttvynamj  who  was  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion, did  not  appear.  An  order  for  substituted  service  of  the 
Petition  on  the  Plaintiff  was  obtained  on  the  3rd  of  July. 

Sin  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Petitioners  are  entitled  to  the  order 
they  ask. 

*  [His  Honour  stated  the  principal  allegations  and  the  prayer  of 
the  bill ;  and  the  facts  of  the  order  for,  and  of  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver,  and  continued : — ] 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  153.  (3)  2  H.  &  M.  871. 

(2)  7  Hare,  276.  '  (4)  Law  Bep.  9  Eq.  1. 
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Now,  it  has  been  suggested  that  nothing  is  protected  or  preserved     V.-O.  R 
by  these  proceedings,  excepting  on]y  the  £500>  which  is  mentioned       1870 
in  the  compromise.    The  rest  of  the  Petition  I  do  not  stop  at     TwrvAai 
present  to  dwell  upon,  because  all  that  took  place  in  connection 
with  the  compromise,  and  all  that  is  to  be  done  in  consequence  of 
the  compromise,  is,  in  my  opinion,  subject  to  the  claim  of  the 
Petitioners  under  the  statute. 

I  think  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  in  this  suit,  the  object 
of  which  was  to  recover  possession  of  the  estate  which  had  been 
intrusted  to  Porter,  that  property  was  effectually  preserved ;  and 
it  came  clearly  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act  If  that  be  so,  it 
cannot  signify  in  the  slightest  degree  what  the  terms  of  the  com- 
promise were.  Whether  they  were  binding  on  the  parties  is  wholly 
unimportant,  because  the  right  of  the  Petitioners  to  have,  out  of 
the  property  protected  and  preserved,  payment  of  the  costs  which 
have  been  incurred  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  is  a  claim  para- 
mount to  any  title  which  can  be  asserted  under  the  compromise, 
whatever  it  may  be. 

The  same  observation  is  to  be  applied  to  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement. 

I  do  not  think  the  Petitioners  are  obliged  to  run  any  risk  as  to 
the  result  of  the  sale  to  be  effected  under  the  compromise.  '  I 
think,  in  the  words  of  the  statute,  as  they  are  embodied  in  the 
prayer  of  the  Petition,  they  are  entitled  to  an  order  for  taxation 
of  their  costs ;  and  they  are  entitled  to  an  order  that  the  amount 
of  their  costs  shall  be  raised  out  of  the  share  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
suit,  and  out  of  the  share  of  Edward  Twynam  also.  Edward 
Twynam  is  served  with  the  Petition ;  whether  he  appears  or  not, 
as  service  is  proved,  does  not  signify. 

Mr.  Kay : — The  order  will  follow  the  form  given  in  Seton  on 
Decrees  (1). 

The  Vicb-Chancbllob  : — ^Yes ;  there  will  be  a  declaration  and 
order  as  prayed ;  the  costs  of  the  Petitioners  to  be  taxed  as  between 
solicitor  and  client,  and  the  Petitioners  to  have  their  costs  of  the 
Petition. 

(1)  Page  858. 
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The  following  are  minutes  of  the  Order : — 

Declare  that  the  Petitioners  are  entitled  to  a  charge  upon  the  shares  and 
interests  of  each  of  them,  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  Edward  Twynam 
respectively,  of  and  in  the  hereditaments  and  premises  at  Winchester  and  Fiahm 
Pond  in  the  Petition  mentioned,  or  any  other  property  recovered  by  or  preserved  for 
them  respectively  in  the  said  suit,  for  the  taxed  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of 
the  Petitioners  of  and  in  reference  to  such  suit  as  the  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
Defendant  respectively. 

Befer  it  to  the  Taxing  Master  to  tax  such  costs  as  between  solicitor  and  client, 
including  therein  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  the  Petitioners  of  and  in 
reference  to  the  said  suit  (including  the  costs  of  the  Petitioners  of  and  relating  \o 
this  application). 

Order  that  the  amount  of  such  taxed  costs,  and  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
found  due  to  the  Petitioners,  as  the  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiff,  be  raised  by  a  sale, 
with  the  approbation  of  the  Judge,  of  her  share  and  interest  in  the  said  hereditaments 
and  premises,  or  other  such  property  as  aforesaid,  and  be  paid  to  the  Petitioners 
(naming  them) ;  and  that  the  amount  of  such  taxed  costs,  and  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  found  due  to  the  Petitioners  as  the  solicitors  of  the  Defendant  Edward 
Tioynam  be  raised  by  a  sale,  with  the  approbation  of  the  Judge,  of  his  shares  and 
interest  in  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises,  or  other  such  property  as  afore- 
said, and  be  paid  to  the  Petitioners  (naming  them). 

Receiver  to  be  continued. 

Liberty  to  apply. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners:  Messrs.  Walker,  Twyfcrdf  d 
Belward. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Messrs.  [  Vizard  &  Go. ;  Messn. 
PyJce,  Irving  J  <&  Pyke, 


V.-0.  B. 

1870 


Jtdy  20,  28 ; 
Aor.  15. 


LLYNVI  COMPANY  t.  BROGDEN. 

Adjoining  Coal  Mines — Wrongful  Working — Mode  of  taking  Account — Form 

of  Decree, 

Where  a  mine-owner  had  passed  his  boundary,  and  taken  coals  from  his 
neighbour's  mine : — 

Edd^  that  he  was  liable  to  account  for  the  value  of  the  coals  at  the  pitiB 
mouth,  with  just  allowances  for  the  cost  of  raising,  but  not  of  getting  or 
severing. 

Form  of  decree. 

XHIS  was  a  bill  by  the  Llynvi  Coal  and  Iron  Company ,  LifnUed, 
against  Defendants,  named  Brogden,  who  were  owners  of  a  mine 
adjoining  a  mine  of  the  PlaintifiTs,  stating  that  a  seam  of  coal  lay 
beneath  both  mines,  and  complaining  that  the  Defendants,  in  work- 
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ing  that  portion  of  the  seam  which  lay  beneath  their  mine>  had 
extended  their  workings  so  as  to  pass  the  boundary  of  their  pro- 
perty, and  encroach  upon  the  Plaintiffs'  portion  of  the  seam,  and 
that  they  had  raised  coal  belongiag  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  a  large 
extent  without  the  license  or  authority  of  the  Plainti£&  or  their 
agents. 

After  referring  to  two  agreements  which  had  subsisted  between 
the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants  relating  to  the  working  of  cer- 
tain neighbouring  coal-fields,  the  bill  prayed  for  an  account  of  all 
coals  and  other  minerals  worked  by  the  Defendants  from  under  the 
Plaintiff'  mine,  and  of  all  the  coal  which  the  Defendants  had 
rendered  unworkable,  and  of  the  value  of  such  coal,  without  any 
allowance  for  the  cost  of  working,  and  that  the  Defendants  might 
be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  amount  of  such  value ;  and, 
further,  that  the  amount  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the  Plaintiffs 
by  reason  of  the  Defendants  having  broken  through  the  boundary 
might  be  ascertained,  and  that  the  Defendants  might  be  decreed 
to  pay  the  amount  of  such  damage  to  the  Plaintifis. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  admitted  the  encroachment, 
and  that  they  had  raised  coal  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  extent  of 
3706  tons ;  but  stated  an  agreement,  the  result  of  which  they  con- 
tended to  be  that  they  had  obtained  the  Plaintiffs'  leave  and 
license ;  and  if  not,  said  that  the  encroachment  had  been  made 
in  ignorance,  and  that  they  had  done  no  wilful  injury  to  the 
Plaintiffs. 

The  results  of  the  evidence  on  these  points,  as  found  by  the 
€ourt>  are  stated  in  the  judgment,  and  the  case  is  of  general 
importance  only  as  regards  the  form  of  the  decree. 

Sir  RoundeU  Palmer^  Q.C.,  Mr.  Grove,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Davey, 
for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Katf,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Henry  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Tahourdiny  for 
the  Defendants. 


V.-0.  B. 

1870 


Llynvi 

COMFAKT 
V. 

Bbogden. 


Sib  Jahes  Bacon,  V.O.,  after  reviewing  the  pleadings  and  evi- 
dence at  length,  came  to  the  conclusions  not  only  that  the  agreement 
alleged  by  the  Defendants  to  have  been  made  never  was  made,  but 
that  such  an  agreement  was  never  authorized  by  the  PlaintifiSs  to  be 
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made  by  any  agent  of  theirs ;  and  that  by  no  subsequent  act  of  the 
Plaintiffs  had  the  want  of  .such  original  authority  been  supplied; 
hence  that  the  Defendants'  working  in  the  Plaintiffs'  mine  had  been 
wholly  unauthorized  and  unlawful.    [His  Honour  continued : — ] 

Both  parties  have  gone  into  evidence  as  to  the  amount  of 
damage  which  the  Plaintiffs  have  sustained  in  consequence  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  Defendants  have  worked  and  left  the  Plain- 
tiffs' mine.  Upon  this  subject,  also,  the  evidence  is  in  direct  con- 
flict. It  is  one. upon  which  the  Court  can  come  to  no  satisfactory 
conclusion  upon  the  materials  before  it.  I  think,  however,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  have  established  a  right  to  an  inquiry,  if  they  insist 
on  it,  as  to  the  damage  they  allege  they  have  sustained  on  this 
head.  They  must,  however,  take  this  inquiry,  subject  to  what  may 
be  the  consequence  if  they  should  fail  in  proving  damages.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  they  should  succeed,  they  will  be  entitled  to  be 
paid  by  the  Defendants  the  amount  of  such  damages. 

The  principles  upon  which  an  account  is  directed  in  cases  like 
the  present  have  been  not  unfrequently  considered  in  Ciourts  of  Law 
as  well  as  in  Courts  of  Equity,  and  are  established  by  authority. 
In  Martin  v.  Porter  (1),  which  was  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  by  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
it  was  decided  that  the  coals  which  had  been  severed  by  the  Defen- 
dant were  chattels  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  Defendant 
was  liable  to  pay  the  amount  of  their  value,  without  any  allowance 
for  the  expense  of  severing  them — such  severance  being  a  wrongful 
act  for  which  the  Defendant  could  not  claim  to  be  reimbursed. 

In  Wood  V.  Morewood  (2),  Mr.  Baron  Parke  directed  the  jury 
to  assess  the  damages  at  the  value  of  the  coals  at  the  time  when 
they  became  the  chattels  of  the  Plaintiff,  or  at  the  value  of  the 
coals  as  if  the  coal-field  in  which  they  were  contained  had  been 
purchased  by  the  Defendant  of  the  Plaintiff,  according  to  the  view 
they  might  take  of  the  Defendant's  conduct  in  getting  the  coab. 

In  Morgan  v.  Powell  (8)  the  Defendant  was  allowed  the  cost 
incurred  by  him  in  bringing  the  coals  to  the  pit's  mouth  on  the 
express  ground  that  such  cost  must  have  been  incurred  by  the 
Plaintiff  for  the  same  purposes. 


(1)  5  M.  &  W.  351. 


(3)  3  Q.  B.  278. 


(2)  3  Q.  B.  440,  n. 


VOL.  XI.] 


EQUITY  OASES. 


191 


The  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Powell  v.  Aiken  (1)  is 
to  the  like  effect;  for  by  his  decree  he  directed  an  inquiry  to 
ascertaijrf  the  value  of  the  coal  at  the  pit's  mouth,  making  all  just 
allowances  to  the  parties  chargeable  in  respect  of  their  charges 
and  expenses  on  account  of  such  coal.  The  cases  of  Martin  y. 
Porter  (2)  and  Morgan  v.  Powell  (3),  were  cited  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  and  although  there  is  no  particular  reference  to 
them  in  the  judgment,  I  cannot  suppose  that  the  very  plain 
principle  which  had  been  thereby  established  was  dissented  from 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  or  that  he  meant  the  ''just  allowances  " 
mentioned  in  his  decree  to  extend  beyond  those  which  were  sanc- 
tioned by  those  cases.  When  PoweU  v.  Aiken  was  decided,  the  Court 
had  not  the  power,  which  it  now  possesses  under  Lord  Cairns'  Act, 
of  assessing  damages  consequential  upon  the  unlawful  working :  but 
in  a  subsequent  case,  Hunt  v.  Peake  (4),  after  the  statute  had  come 
into  operation,  the  same  Judge  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  the  value 
of  the  minerals  removed,  and  as  to  the  damages  which  the  Plain- 
tiff had  sustained  by  reason  of  the  Defendant's  working. 

In  a  case  of  Hilton  v.  Woods  (5)  the  Vice  Chancellor  Malins 
adopted  the  principle  of  Wood  v.  Morewood  (6),  and  fixed  the  amount 
of  the  sum  payable  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  value  of  the  coal,  as  if 
the  coal-field  had  been  purchased  by  the  Plaintiff.  It  was  said,  in 
the  course  of  the  discussion,  that  the  Vice-Chancellor's  decision 
was  appealed  from,  but  that  a  subsequent  compromise  prevented 
the  prosecution  of  the  appeal.  However  this  may  have  been,  I  do 
not  find  that,  having  regard  to  the  facts  in  the  two  cases  I  have 
lastly  referred  to,  and  in  both  of  which  the  question  was  one  of 
right,  the  principle  upon  which  just  allowances  were  directed  is 
at  all  at  variance  with  the  previous  decisions. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  decree  should  direct  an 
inquiry  as  to  the  market  value  at  the  pit's  mouth  of  the  coals 
worked  and  gotten  by  the  Defendants  from  the  Plaintiffs'  mine, 
making  to  the  Defendants  all  just  allowances  for  the  cost  and 
expenses  incurred  by  them  in  bringing  such  coal  to  the  pit's 
mouth,  but  not  including  the  cost  of  getting  or  severing  the  coal ; 
that  the  Defendants  should  be  ordered  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  the 

(1)  4  K.  &  J.  343.  (4)  Job.  705. 

(2)  5  M.  &  W.  351.  (5)  Law  Kep.  4  Eq.  432. 

(3)  3  Q.  B.  279.  (6)  3  Q.  B.  440,  n. 
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amounts  which  shall  appear,  in  the  result  of  such  inquiry,  to  be 
the  value  of  the  coal,  after  deducting  the  amount  of  such  allow- 
ances ;  that  a  further  inquiry  should  be  made  whether  the  Plaintiffs 
have  sustained  any  and  what  damage  by  reason  of  the  Defendants 
having  broken  through  the  boundary  between  their  mine  and 
the  Plaintiffs'  mine ;  with  a  declaration  that  the  Defendants  are 
liable  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs*the  amount,  if  any,  of  the  damage 
which  shall  be  ascertained  in  the  result  of  such  inquiry;  and  then, 
further,  an  order  that  the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  date  of  the 
decree  be  paid  by  the  Defendants  to  the  Plaintiffs ;  adjourning  the 
further  consideration  and  subsequent  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs  :  Messrs.  WiHouffhby  dt  Cox, 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Tahourdin. 


V.-a  B.      In  re  NOETH  KENT  EAILWAY  EXTENSION  EAILWAY 
1870  COMPANY. 

Nov.  18.  KINCAID'S  CASE. 

Company —  Winding-up — Director —  Qudlification — ContrtbiUory, 

By  a  local  Act,  which  emhodied  the  Companies  Clauses  Ad  (1845),  it  was 
enacted  that  A.  and  all  other  persons  who  had  already  suhscribed  or  should 
thereafter  subscribe  to  the  undertaking  should  be  united  into  a  company  for 
the  purposes  of  the  undertaking,  that  the  number  of  directors  should  be  four, 
and  that  the  qualification  of  a  director  should  be  the  possession  of  twenty- 
five  shares  in  the  undertaking ;  and  further,  that  A,  and  three  other  persons 
named  should  be  the  first  directors,  and  should  continue  in  office  until  the 
first  ordinary  meeting,  and  at  such  meeting  the  shareholders  might  either 
continue  in  office  the  directors  appointed  by  the  Act  or  might  elect  a  neir 
body  of  directors. 

At  the  first  meeting  directors  were  appointed  other  than  A,  and  the  three 
persons  named  in  the  Act,  and  to  each  of  these  directors  twenty-five  shares 
were  allotted.    No  other  shares  were  ever  allotted. 

A.  never  applied  for  nor  had  allotted  to  him,  nor  paid  any  sum  of  money 
on  account  of,  any  share  in  the  undertaking.  The  company  being  ordered 
to  be  wound  up : — 

Held,  that  A,  must  be  settled  on  the  list  of  contributories  for  twenty- 
five  shares. 

Adjouened  summons. 

By  the  North  Kent  Railway  Extetmon  Railway  Act,  1865  (28  &  29 
Vict.  c.  ccclxxv),  which  incorporated  the  Companies  Cla/wes  Cour 
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xlidaiion  Aei,18A5,  it  was,  amongst  other  things,  provided  (sect.  5)     y.-0.  B. 
that  ^  OetaviiM  Ommaney^  James  Stewart  Kincaid,  and  all  other        1870 
persons  and  corporations  who  have  already  subscribed  or  who  shall    kikoaip's 
hereafter  subscribe  to  the  undertaking,  their  executors,  administra*       ^^"' 
tors,  successors,  and  assigns  respectively,  shall  be  united  into  a 
company  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking." 

Sect.  9  provided  that  '^  the  number  of  directors  shall  be  four, 
and  the  qualification  of  a  director  shall  be  the  possession,  in  his 
own  right,  of  twenty-five  shares  in  the  undertaking ;"  and  by  sect  12 
it  was  enacted  that  *^  Oetavius  Ommaney^  James  Stewart  Kincaid^t 
William  Francis  Dobson^  and  Joseph  Bivdtta  shall  be  the  first 
directors  of  the  company,  and  shall  continue  in  office  until  the  first 
ordinary  meeting  to  be  held  after  the  passing  of  this  Act ;  and  at 
sach  meeting  the  shareholders  present,  personally  or  by  proxy, 
may  either  continue  in  office  the  directors  appointed  by  this  Act, 
or  any  niunber  of  them,  or  may  elect  a  new  body  of  directors,  or 
directors  to  supply  the  places  of  those  not  continued  in  office,  the 
directors  appointed  by  this  Act  being  eligible  as  members  of  such 
new  body." 

Sect.  14  provided  that  "  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  company 
to  issue  any  share,  nor  shall  any  share  vest  in  the  person  accepting 
the  same,  unless  and  until  i,  sum,  not  being  less  than  one  fifth  part 
of  the  amount  of  such  share,  is  paid  up  in  respect  thereof." 

The  capital  of  the  company  was  to  have  been  £120,000,  in 
12,000  shares  of  £10  each. 

On  the  4th  of  January,  1866,  a  general  meeting  of  the  share- 
holders was  held,  at  which  meeting  directors  of  the  company  were 
elected.  To  each  of  these  directors  so  elected  twenty-five  shares  were 
issued,  and  these  were  the  only  shares  ever  issued,  the  undertaking 
having  been  a  failure  from  the  commencement. 

Mr.  Kineaidj  now  of  6,  Leinster  Street,  Dvhlin^  was  not  one  of 
the  directors  elected  at  the  above  meeting,  nor  was  he  present. 

He  said  he  never  accepted  the  office  of,  nor  acted  as,  a  director, 
and  never  attended  a  meeting  of  directors.  He  never  applied  for 
or  received,  or  agreed  to  receive,  an  allotment,  or  subscribed  or 
agreed  to  subscribe  for  any  shares  or  share  in  the  company.  It 
was  stated,  however,  and  not  denied,  though  not  strictly  proved, 
that  in  conformity  with  the  then  standing  orders  of  the  House 
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1870        the  Act  above  referred  to. 
KiNOATD*fl        The  company  was,  by  virtue  of  the  Slst  section  of  the  BaUway 
Companies  Ad^  1867  (30  &  31  Vict  c.  127)  ordered  to  be  wound 
up  under  the  Companies  Aet^  1862 ;  and  on  the  14th  of  February, 
1870,  an  official  liquidator  was  appointed. 

In  settling  the  list  of  eontributories,  the  official  liquidator  placed 
Mr.  Kincaid's  name  on  the  list  for  twenty-five  shares  in  respect  of 
his  qualification.  Mr.  Kincaid  opposed ;  and  the  summons  was  now 
adjourned,  on  behalf  of  the  liquidator,  into  CourL 

Some  discussion  took  place  with  regard  to  the  admission  of  an 
affidavit  which  had  been  filed  by  Mr.  Kincaid  (which  was  ultimately 
read),  in  which  he  stated  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  signing 
the  print  of  the  bill ;  and  that,  if  he  did  so,  it  was  in  the  belief  that 
it  was  a  mere  matter  of  form  required  by  the  Legislature,  and 
without  understanding  he  was  thereby  incurring  any  liability. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bradford^  for  the  official  liquidator:— 

Sect  3  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Ad  (8  Vict  c.  16) 
enacts  that  the  words  '^  the  directors  "  shall,  in  that  and  the  special 
Act,  include  all  persons,  under  whatever  name,  having  the  direction 
of  the  undertaking;  and  sect.  85  enacts  that  no  one  shall  be  capable 
of  being  a  director  unless  he  be  a  shareholder,  and  unless  he  be 
possessed  of  the  prescribed  number  of  shares,  if  any  number  be  pre- 
scribed. The  liability  of  a  shareholder  in  an  unregistered  company 
to  contribute  is  declared  by  sect.  200  of  the  Companies  Ady  1862. 
Mr.  KincaiSs  liability  is  therefore  clear. 

[The  following  authorities  were  cited,  but  the  case  was  decided 
independently  of  them:  Kidwelly  Canal  Company  v.  iZa5y(l); 
Marquis  of  Alercorn's  Case  (2) ;  Curriers  Case  (3) ;  LindJey  on 
Partnership  (4)  ;  East  Gloucestershire  Railway  Company  v.  BarCho- 
lamew  (5) ;  Ek  parte  Stock  (6).] 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  G.  Sangsler  Green,  for  Mr.  Kincaid:— 

Ml*.  Kincaid  is  not  liable  to  any  extent ;  or,  if  at  all,  only  to 
the  extent  of  one  share. 

(1)  2  Price,  93.  (4)  Page  1338. 

•  (2)  4  D.  F.  &  J.  78,  110, 115.  (5)  Law  Rep.  8  Ex.  15. 

(3)  3  D.  J.  &  S.  367.  (6)  12  W.  K  814, 994 ;  10  Jur.  (N.S.)  812. 
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Neither  the  register  of  members  nor  the  subscription  contract     V.-C.  B, 
is  produced.    It  must  be  assumed  that  his  name  is  not  on  either.  1870 

The  construction  of  the  CompanieB  Ad  rather  comes  to  this,    kincaid*s 
that  its  effect  is  to  deprive  a  man  of  the  ofiSce  of  director,  if  he 
does  not  take  shares. 

Mr.  Kincaid  was,  no  doubt,  constituted  by  the  Act  a  director, 
but  provisionally  only,  until  the  first  ordinary  meeting,  at  which 
the  shareholders  might  either  continue  the  directors  already 
appointed  or  elect  new  ones.  They  did  elect  new  ones,  to  whom 
only  were  shares  allotted.  The  meeting  did,  in  fetct,  elect  a  new 
direction,  of  which  Mr.  Kincaid  was  not  a  member. 

A  mere  signature  to  a  document,  without  more,  does  not  amount 
to  a  contract :  EJofneB  v.  Haynes  (1) ;  ToihiWs  Case  (2)  ;  Thames 
Tunnel  Company  v.  Sheldon  (3). 

Mr.  Kay,  in  reply : — 

If  this  gentleman  is  a  member  for  one  share,  he  must  be  a 
member  for  twenty-five  shares. 

Did  any  one  ever  hear  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  being  altered  to 
suit  the  terms  of  an  alleged  contract  ? 

It  is  immaterial  whether  Mr.  Kincaid  acted  or  not ;  he  has  not 
fulfilled  the  obligations  imposed  on  him  by  the  statute. 

An  agreement  to  take  shares  is  su£Scient  to  make  a  man  a 
contributory. 

The  answer  to  the  argument  that  the  qualification  was  only  for 
those  directors  who  **  should  be  elected  "  thereafter,  is  to  be  found 
in  this,  that  the  qualification  clause  precedes  that  by  which  Mr. 
Kincaid  and  the  three  others  were  appointed. 

The  principle  of  "  holding  out "  also  applies.  Persons  might 
have  been  induced  to  take  shares  on  the  faith  of  these  names  being 
in  the  statute. 

Sir  James,  Baoon,  V.C.  : — 

In  my  opinion  this  case  must  be  decided  upon  the  Act  of 
Parliament.  Although  it  is  very  useful  and  interesting  to  know 
what  has  been  decided  in  cases  which  have  some  sort  of  analogy  to 
that  which  is  before  the  Court,  I  do  not  think  the  argument  in 

(1)  IDr.  &  Sm.  426,  433.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  85. 

(3)  6  B.  &  C.  341. 
Vol.  XI.  P  2 
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y.-O.  B.     this  case  is  helped  by  the  reference  to  any  of  the  cases  that  haie 

1870  been  cited. 
KiKOAm'B  I^  ^*  ^if^^^id'$  case  had  been  that  his  name  was  by  some 
^^  abuse  or  misrepresentation  inserted  in  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
there  would  have  been  some  difficulty  in  dealing  with  the  question. 
But  he  makes  no  such  case.  Upon  his  own  statement  he  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  one  of  the  promoters  of  this  Act  of  Parliament 
The  Act  of  Parliament  enacts: — [His  Honour  read  the  clauses 
extracted  above.] 

Now,  does  it  do  any  violence  to  the  words  of  this  Act  of  Par- 
liament, or  to  the  contract  which  must  have  preceded  it,  to 
say  that  it  was  framed  on  the  footing  of  representations  made 
to  Parliament  by  Mr.  Kincaid  and  others  that  they  desired  to  be 
a  corporation,  that  they  desired  to  have  power  to  carry  on  the  cor- 
poration business  by  means  of  a  direction  consisting  of  four  persons, 
each  holding  twenty-five  shares ;  and,  consequently,  that  the 
Legislature  was  induced  to  confer  powers  on  the  company  upon 
those  terms  and  conditions  only  ?  Mr.  Kineaid^s  own  affidavit 
removes  from  the  case  the  possibility  of  saying  he  must  be  taken 
not  to  have  been  perfectly  conversant  with  and  cognisant  of  every- 
thing that  took  place.  It  is  admitted  that  he  must  be  held  to  be 
a  shareholder  to  the  extent  of  one  share.  That  admission  being 
made,  as  indeed  it  could  not  be  withheld,  what  guide  has  the  Court 
to  say  in  what  degree  and  how  is  he  a  shareholder  but  by  refer- 
ence to  that  clause  in  his  Act  of  Parliament  ? — for  I  have  a  right  so 
to  consider  it,  being  an  Act  of  Parliament  obtained  by  him  upon 
his  Petition  and  upon  his  evidence.  What  right  have  I  to  say 
that  Mr.  Kincaid,  who  is  constituted  a  director  from  the  time  of 
the  passing  of  the  Act  until  the  first  ordinary  meeting  shall  be  held 
under  it,  is  a  director  with  any  less  than  that  qualification  which 
he  himself  inserted  in  the  statute,  as  being  necessary  to  holding 
the  office  ? 

In  my  opinion,  Mr.  Kineaid  must  be  settled  upon  the  list  of 
contributories  for  twenty-five  shares. 

Mr.  Kay  asked  that  he  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs. 

Mr.  Fry  said  he  understood  this  particular  case  was  selected  to 
represent  all  the  four. 
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Ultimately,  the  official  liquidator  not  pressing,  no  order  was  VXJ.  B. 
made  as  to  costs,  except  that  the  official  liquidator  was  to  have  his      ^870 

eoBts  out  of  the  estate.  Kincaid's 


Solicitor  for  the  Official  Liquidator :  Mr.  Walier  WM. 
Solicitor  for  Mr.  Kincaid :  Mr.  G.  8.  WamUnffton, 


Cabx. 


GIRDLESTONE  v.  NORTH  BRmSH  MERCANTILE     v     V.-c.  u. 

INSURANCE  COMPANY.  1870 


E 


XCEPTIONS  TO  ANSWER. 

On  the  26th  of  December,  1862,  a  policy  was  issued  by  the 
Defendant  company  upon  the  life  of  Plaintiff,  who  went  out  to 
India  as  a  civil  servant  within  a  few  days  before  the  policy  was 
actually  issued.  In  ignorance,  as  it  was  alleged,  of  the  Plaintiff's 
departure  for  Iniiay  the  company  had  not  charged  him  with  the 
Indian  extra  rate,  though  an  additional  or  special  premium  was 
charged  on  account  of  the  bad  state  of  Plaintiff's  health*    By  one 

P2  2 


PUading — Exceptions  to  Answer — Discovery.  ^^'  *• 

In  1862  a  policy  of  assurance  was  granted  upon  the  life  of  A,^  who  about 
the  same  time  went  to  reside  in  India,  On  account  of  A.\  bad  state  of  health 
«n  additional  premium  was  charged,  but  the  Indian  extra  rate  was  not  charged 
by  the  company,  who  alleged  that  they  did  not  know  oiA^s  departure  for  India, 
In  1868,  the  days  of  grace  having  expired,  the  company  declined  to  rein- 
state the  policy  except  upon  the  terms  of  payment  of  the  Indian  extra  rate 
for  the  period  that  had  elapsed  since  the  policy  was  effected,  relying  upon 
the  condition  contained  in  the  policy,  that  it  should  be  void  if  the  assured 
should  go  beyond  Europe  without  obtaining  permission  of  the  directors  on 
payment  of  a  premium  adequate  to  the  extra  risk.  A,  filed  his  bill,  praying 
a  declaration  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  policy  upoil  payment 
of  the  premium  originally  charged,  with  liberty  to  reside  in  India  without 
extra  premium  ;  and  interrogated  the  company  as  to  their  habit  with  regard 
to  similar  cases  at  the  time  his  policy  was  issued,  calling  upon  them  to  take 
ten  policies  immediately  preceeding  and  immediately  subsequent  to  the  date 
of  A  ^8  policy,  upon  the  lives  of  persons  about  to  start  for  India  in  the  Civil 
Service,  and  to  state  whether  any  such  licenses  and  extra  payments  were 
given  or  made  in  such  cases,  and  the  form  of  the  respective  policies : — 

Held^  upon  exceptions  to  answer,  that  the  Defendants  were  bound  to  give 
the  discovery  sought  by  the  interrogatory,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
Plaintiff  to  establish  the  case  of  conduct  and  waiver  in  similar  cases  raised  by 
the  equity  of  his  bill. 
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V.-0.  B.      of  the  conditions  attached  to  the  policy  it  was  stated  that  "  poli- 

1870       cies  shall  become  void  if  the  parties  whose  lives  shall  have  been 

GiBDLBiTONE  ^ssuFed  shall,  go  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  or  shall  die  on  the 

^,  ^*         hig:h  seas  .  .  .  unless  in  each  case  permission  shall  have  been 

North  °  ,  .  ,      .    ■ 

Bbitibh      granted  by  the  directors,  which  may  be  obtained  on  paying  a 

Insurance  Co.  premium  adequate  to  the  extra  risk. 

""  The  premiums  were  regularly  paid  until  1868,  when,  the  days  of 

grace  for  payment  of  the  premium  having  expired,  the  company 
declined  to  reinstate  the  policy  (which  contained  the  usual  condi- 
tion that  the  policy  might  be  reinstated  after  six  months  from  the 
expiration  of  the  days  of  grace  upon  payment  of  the  premium, 
with  interest,  and  proof  satisfactory  to  the  directors  of  the  health 
of  the  assured),  except  upon  the  terms  of  payment  to  them  of  the 
Indian  extra  premium  for  the  years  that  had  elapsed  since  the 
assurance  was  effected,  and  in  a  letter  of  the  24th  of  April,  1868, 
stated :  "  We  do  not  appear  to  have  been  aware  that  your  son 
(Plaintiff)  was  going  immediately  to  India  when  the  insurance 
was  effected,  otherwise  the  Indian  rate  would  of  course  have  been 
charged." 

In  a  subsequent  letter  of  the  11th  of  June,  1868,  the  company 
wrote,  stating  that  on  the  20th  of  November,  1862,  Messrs. 
Hawkins  &  Sylvester  (the  Oxford  creditors  on  whose  behalf  the 
policy  had  been  effected),  "  wrote  to  the  office  intimating  that  Mr. 
Girdlestone  has  obtained  a  Civil  Service  appointment  in  India,  for 
which  he  starts  in  March  next.  This  information  was  no  doubt 
afforded  with  the  view  of  preventing  the  company  making  an 
immediate  charge  for  an  increased  risk,  as  I  need  hardly  observe 
that  extra  premiums  for  foreign  residence  are  never  chaigeable 
while  the  parties  are  in  this  country.  I  mean  that  the  extra 
commences  with  the  date  of  departure. . . .  The  policy  issued  had 
indorsed  upon  it  very  distinct  terms  and  conditions  particularly 
referred  to  in  the  body  of  that  document,  and  it  was  there  most 
distinctly  shewn  that  before  Mr.  CHrdlestone  could  go  beyond  the 
European  limits,  he  must  obtain  the  necessary  license  and  pay 
the  extra  premium  chargeable  for  the  particular  place  to  which  he 
was  bound.  This  very  clearly-defined  rule  Mr.  G.  ignored  by 
starting  for  India  as  he  did,  and  so  nullified  his  policy." 

The  Plaintiff  charged  that  the  contention  raised  by  the  company 
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in  these  letterR  was  entirely  contrary  to  the  truth  and  honour  of     V.-0.  B. 
the  agreement  for  the  insurance  of  the  Plaintiff's  life  and   the        1870 
whole  course  of  conduct  of  all  parties  concerned  in  the  transaction ;  Gibdlk8tonh 
and  in  answer  to  the  allegations  by  the  company  in  the  letter  of      j^J' 
the  11th  of  June>  1868,  that  they  had  been  told,  in  order  to  prevent     Bbitish 

I^Iebcajttilb 

the  immediate  charge  for  an  increased  risk,  that  the  Plaintiff  did  Insurance  Ck), 
not  start  for  India  until  March,  1863,  the  Plaintiff  insisted  that 
it  was  by  mistake,  and  without  his  knowledge,  and  denied  that  he, 
or  any  person  on  his  behalf,  ever  informed  the  company  that  he 
intended  to  remain  in  England  until  March,  1863.  Under  these 
circumstances  the  bill  was  filed  raising  the  case  that  the  company 
well  knew  of  the  residence  of  the  assured  in  India,  and,  with  that 
knowledge,  had  not  charged  him  with  any  extra  rate  beyond  the 
special  premium  already  charged.  A  declaration  was  prayed  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  policy  upon  payment 
of  the  premium  originally  charged,  with  liberty  to  reside  in  India 
without  extra  premium. 

The  interrogatories  contained  the  following  passage  :  ^  State 
what  was  the  habit  of  Defendant  company  in  1862  with  regard 
to  similar  cases,  and,  in  particular,  take  twenty  instances  of 
insurances  granted  by  Defendant  company  on  the  lives  of  gentle- 
men about  to  start  for  India  in  the  Civil  Service,  of  which  ten  are 
the  ten  immediately  preceding  the  25th  of  December,  1862,  and  ten 
are  the  ten  immediately  subsequent  thereto ;  and  state  the  date  of 
the  policies  respectively,  and  of  the  departure  from  England  of  the 
gentlemen  whose  lives  were  insured  respectively,  and  whether 
any  such  licenses  or  extra  payments  were  given  or  made  in  the 
respective  cases,  and  what  is  the  form  of  the  respective  policies." 

By  their  first  answer  the  company  had  not  given  the  information 
required  by  this  interrogatory,  but  simply  stated  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  special  agreement^  it  was  their  habit,  in  cases 
similar  to  the  Plaintiff's,  to  grant  policies  at  the  ordinary  or  at 
a  special  premium  (according  to  the  character  of  the  life),  leaving 
it  to  the  assured  to  give  notice  when  about  to  leave  the  country, 
and  apply  for  permission  of  the  directors  to  do  so  upon  payment  of 
the  extra  premium. 

Upon  argument,  in  July  last,  the  Yico-Chancellor  allowed  an 
exception  for  insuflSciency  to  that  portion  of  the  answer. 
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Y.-C.  B.         The  Defendant  'company  had  since  put  in  a  farther  answer 

1870        declining,  and  submitting  that  they  were  not  bound,  to  take  twenty 

GiBDLxraoKx  instances  of  insurances  granted  by  them  on  the  lives  of  gentlemei^ 

North      *bout  to  start  for  India  (following  the  words  of  the  interrogatory)^ 

Bbitish      or,  in  fact,  to  set  forth  any  such  particulars  or  give  any  such 

IssmLAsatCo,  discovery  as  sought  by  such  interrogatory. 

"~*  The  Plaintiff  had  again  set  down  his  original  exception. 

Mr.  Wintle  (Mr.  Kay,  Q.O.,  with  him),  in  support  of  the 
exception : — 

The  question  in  the  suit  is  not  as  to  the  interpretation  of  a 
written  document,  but  one  of  conduct,  viz.,  whether  there  has  been 
a  waiver  by  the  company  of  the  condition  annexed  to  the  policy, 
and  whether  it  is  one  which  is  not  generally  enforced ;  and  for 
this  purpose  it  is  essential  that  the  Plaintiff  should  know  what 
was  the  practice  of  the  company,  at  the  time  when  his  policy  wa» 
granted,  in  similar  cases.  The  information  sought  by  the  inter* 
rogatory  being,  therefore,  pertinent  to  the  case  made  by  the  bill, 
and  founded  upon  the  general  allegations  of  the  bill,  the  De- 
fendants are  bound  to  answer,  although  the  interrogatory  is  not 
founded  on  any  specific  allegation :  M'Oard  v.  Moon  (1) ;  Marsh 
V.  Eeiih  (2).  [He  also  cited  Bomter  v.  Trafalgar  Life  Assurance 
Assodaiion  (3).] 

Mr.  WieJcens,  and  Mr.  Davey,  for  the  Defendants : — 

The  bill  is,  in  reality,  filed  for  the  rectification  of  a  contract 
entered  into  with  the  Plaintiff,  his  case  being  that  we  agreed  to 
grant  him  a  poUcy  at  an  extra  premium  for  residence  abroad, 
while  it  is  stipulated  by  his  policy  that  it  shall  be  void  on  residence 
beyond  the  limits  of  Europe  without  licence  from  the  directors. 
The  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  interrogate  us  as  to  policies  granted 
to  other  people.  Although  it  is  not  necessary  to  have  a  special 
allegation  in  the  bill  on  which  to  found  the  interrogatory,  yet  the 
interrogatory  must  be  pertinent  to  some  part  of  the  case  alleged. 
But  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  upon  which  to  ground  the  interro- 
gatory as  to  the  habit  of  the  company ;  and  further,  as  each  poUcy 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  22.  (2)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  342. 

(3)  27  Beav.  377. 
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is  a  special  contract^  his  case  cannot  be  a£fected  by  policies  granted     Y.-O.  B. 
to  other  people.   In  asking  ns  for  this  information,  the  Plaintiff  is,       1870 
in  truth,  asking  ns  to  set  out  the  evidence  by  ivhich  we  mean  to  QntmjisTONE 
support  our  case  at  the  hearing ;  and,  as  in  the  patent  cases,  the      ^o^ 
Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  a  discovery  of  the  particulars  or  instances      Bsttish 
on  which  the  Defendants  rely,  or  to  compel  them  to  furnish  him  Iksu&anobOo. 
with  the  names  of  the  witnesses  whom  they  intend  to  produce  to 
establish  their  case :  Daw  v.  Eley  (1)  ;  BoviU  v.  Smith  (2). 

Mr.  Winile,  in  reply. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

I  must  say  I  think  this  matter  remains  exactly  as  it  was  when 
the  exceptions  were  last  argued.  The  most  important  objection 
made  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  is,  that  there  is  no  sufficient 
allegation  or  charge  on  which  this  interrogatory  is  founded.  I 
think  there  is.  I  think  that  the  allegation  in  the  bill  is  sufficient 
for  the  purpose,  stating,  as  it  does,  the  Plaintiff's  equitable  case, 
first,  upon  the  agreement,  then  upon  the  right  to  rectify,  and  then 
introducing  the  statement  of  the  Defendants  contained  in  their 
letter,  which  expresses  their  grounds  of  defence. 

By  the  80th  paragraph  in  the  bill  the  Plaintiff  charges  that  the 
contention  raised  by  the  letter  of  the  24th  of  April,  1868,  and  the 
letters  subsequently  written  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  company, 
is  entirely  contrary  to  the  truth  and  honour  of  the  said  agreement 
for  the  insurance  of  his  life  and  the  whole  course  of  conduct  of  all 
parties  concerned  in  the  transaction.  Part  of  that  course  of  con- 
duct, he  might  have  said  much  more  distinctly,  was  to  be  proved 
by  the  way  in  which  they  had  entered  into  policies  of  assurance 
with  other  persons  situated  as  the  Plaintiff  was,  the  contract  being 
the  same  in  all  those  cases.  That  is  not  distinctly  alleged ;  but  it 
is  enough  if  there  is  in  the  bill,  and  in  the  equities  suggested  by 
the  bill,  a  sufficient  statement  to  require  the  answer  which  these 
exceptions  desire  to  have.  I  think,  therefore,  the  first  objection, 
that  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  on  which,  the  interrogatory  is 
founded,  is  not  to  be  sustained. 

The  other  ground  on  which  the  discovery  is  refused  is,  that  it 
(1)  2  H.  &  M.  725.  (2)  Law  Bep.  2  Eq.  459. 
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y.-C.  B.     would  be  extorting  from  the  Defendants  the  evidence  of  their  case. 

1870        But  they  do  not  insist  that  they  can,  by  the  instances  which  are 

GiBDLmTONs  required  by  the  interrogatory,  prove  their  case,  nor  is  it  in  the 

N  BT        i^ftture  of  things  that  they  could.    They  stand  upon  the  policy  as 

BmnsH      it  appeared,  and  they  put  the  Plaintiff  to  prove  the  circumstances 

In6ueai?ce  Co.  Under  which  he  says  the  literal  construction  of  the  policy  should 

not  prevail. 

The  patent  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  have  no  application 
whatever,  in  my  opinion,  to  the  present  case ;  because  there,  if  the 
discovery  had  been  given  or  compelled,  it  might  have  required  the 
Defendant  to  set  that  out  in  the  shape  of  a  statement  which  he 
would  afterwards  have  a  right  to  prove  in  evidence,  and  which 
might  be  unfairly  disclosing  his  case. 

They  are  not  asked,  in  truth,  to  do  anything  of  that  nature  here. 
The  Plaintiff  means,  I  suppose,  if  the  bill  stands  as  it  does  now,  to 
rely  upon  and  to  prove  that  the  whole  course  of  conduct  of  both 
parties  is  inconsistent  with  the  allegation  set  up  in  that  letter, 
which  letter  is,  in  fetct,  the  answer.  The  answer  does  not  go 
further  than  that.  Why  is  he  not  entitled  to  the  discovery  ?  K 
evidence  of  the  course  of  conduct  is  not  contained  in  the  books  of 
the  company  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  discovery.  What  he  asks 
for  is  only  a  transcript  from  their  books,  or  a  statement  from  their 
books  that  they  did  in  ten  instances  before  and  in  ten  instances  after 
enter  into  similar  contracts  with  certain  other  persons  in  similar 
cases. 

I  cannot  conceive  that  that  is  disclosing  any  portion  of  their 
defence,  or  is  any  such  defence  as  the  Court  protects  them  from 
.giving  discovery  of. 

The  objection  that  if  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  ask  for  ten  he 
may  ask  for  a  hundred,  which  would  be  very  unreasonable,  is 
answered  by  the  observation  that  if  he  had  asked  for  a  hundred, 
or  for  a  great  number  of  instances,  it  would  have  been  for  the 
Court  to  say  whether  that  was  reasonable  or  not.  I  cannot  say 
that  wh&t  he  has  asked  is  not  reasonable.  When  this  cause 
comes  to  be  heard,  and  when  the  anus  is  upon  the  Plaintiff  to 
prove  what  the  whole  course  of  conduct  of  the  parties  to  this 
agreement  was,  if  he  can  then  shew  that  in  certain  instances  before, 
and  in  certain  instances  after,  that  course  of  conduct  on  which 
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he  lelies  has  prevailed  between  the  present  company  and  other     Y.-O.  B. 
parties,  he  has  a  right  to  submit  that  to  the  judgment  of  the        1870 
Court ;  but  he  cannot  raise  that  question  if  the  Defendants  are  at  qirdlbstonb 
liberty  to  withhold  the  disclosure  which  he  now  requires,  N(»ra 

As  well  as  I  can  recollect,  the  substance  of  all  that  has  been     Bbitish 
now  said  was  said  upon  the  former  argument     I  then  thought  Insubasce  Co. 
that  the  PlaintiflF  was  entitled  to  have  the  discovery  which  he        """^ 
required ;  and  although  I  declined,  as  it  was  right  in  my  judgment 
that  I  should  decline,  to  prescribe  to  the  Defendants  the  manner 
in  which  they  ought  to  answer,  yet  I  thought  then  that  they  had 
not  sufficiently  answered,  and  I  think  so  still.    These  exceptions 
must  therefore  be  allowed. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  J.  Qirdlestone  ;  Sir  Wm.  Drake. 
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No9. 14, 21. 


Ex  parte  BIEMINGHAM  GASLIGHT  AND  COKE 

COMPANY. 

In  re  ADAMS. 

Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  m.  95, 125, 12^^— Distress—Seizure  and  Sale^DisHndion 
between  Liquidation  by  Arrangement  and  Composition  with  Creditors, 

Distress  under  a  statutory  power,  levied  by  a  gas  company  against  the 
goods  of  a  debtor,  who,  on  the  day  of  but  after  the  seizure,  filed  a  Petition  for 
liquidation  by  arrangement,  and  obtained  an  ex  parte  injunction  restraining 
the  sale  of  the  goods  seized.  At  the  first  meeting  of  creditors  a  composition 
under  the  126th  section  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  was  resolved  upon  by 
the  requisite  majority  of  creditors,  and  the  resolution  was  afterwards  duly 
confirmed  and  registered.  Subsequently,  on  the  application  of  the  debtor, 
the  order  appealed  from  was  made,  directing  the  company  to  deliver  up  the 
goods  seized  by  them  under  the  distress : — 

Held,  that  the  order  must  be  discharged. 

Gases  of  liquidation  by  arrangement  under  sect.  125,  and  composition  with 
creditors  under  sect.  126,  distinguished. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  the  Eegistrar  of  the 
County  Court  of  WanvicJcshire,  held  at  Birmingham^  directing  the 
Birmingham  Oaslight  a/nd  Coke  Company  to  deliver  up  certain 
goods  seized  by  them  under  a  statutory  power  of  distress.  Under 
the  58th  section  (1)  of  the  Birmingham  Oaa  Ad,  1855,  and  the 
138th  section  (2)  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845  (in* 
corporated  with  the  special  Act),  the  [company  had  power  to  leyy 
by  distress  and  sale  sums,  the  amount  of  which  should  ^be  undis- 


(1)  Sect.  58  of  the  Birmingham  Gas 
Act,  1855,  is  as  follows : — 

"All  sums  of  money  due  to  the 
company  for  the  supply  of  gas  or  for 
the  hire  or  fixing  of  metres  or  fittings, 
and  all  damages,  costs,  and  expenses 
by  this  Act  or  any  Act  incorporated 
herewith  directed  to  be  paid,  and  the 
amount  of  which  shall  not  be  disputed, 
may  be  levied  by  distress;  and  any 
justice,  on  application,  shall  issue  his 
warrant  accordingly." 

(2)  Sect.  138  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consdidation  Act,  1845,  is  as  follows : — 


"  Where,  in  this  or  the  special  Act, 
or  any  Act  incorporated  therewith,  any 
sum  of  money,  whether  in  the  natare 
of  penalty,  costs,  or  otherwise,  is  di- 
rected to  be  levied  by  distress,  such 
sum  of  money  shall  be  levied  by  dis- 
tress and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  party  liable  to  pay  the  same; 
and  the  overplus  arising  from  the  sale 
of  such  goods  and  chattels,  after  satis- 
fying such  sum  of  money  and  the 
expenses  of  the  distress  and  sale,  shall 
be  returned,  on  demand,  to  the  party 
whose  goods  shall  have  been  distrained.'* 
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pnted^  and  which  should  be  due  to  them  for  the  supply  of  gas,  &c.     G.  J.  B. 
Adams  was  indebted  to  the  company  for  gas  supplied  to  him,  and       1870 
the  company,  under  their  statutory  power,  on  the  29th  of  July,  1870,     ^  pa,.^^ 
obtained  a  warrant  of  distress  and  seized  the  goods  in  question,  Bibmingham 
and  removed  them  for  the  purpose  of  sale.    On  the  same  day,  but       Coke 
after  the  seizure,  Adams  filed,  in  the  County  Court  of  Warwick' 
shire,  a  Petition  for  liquidation  by  arrangement  under  the  125th 
section  of  the  Banhruptctf  Act,  1869,  in  Form  106,  and  obtained  from 
the  Begistrar,  and  served  on  the  Appellants,  an  ex  parte  injunction 
restraining  the  sale  of  the  goods.   At  the  first  meeting  of  creditors, 
held  on  the  15th  of  August^  1870,  the  'proceedings  took  the  form 
of  a  composition  under  sect.  126,  and  a  resolution  (duly  confirmed 
at  a  subsequent  meeting  on  the  25th  of  August  and  registered)  to 
accept  a  composition  of  5s.  in  the  pound  was  passed.    The  Appel- 
lants appeared  as  creditors  in  the  lists  furnished  by  the  debtor, 
bnt  they  declined  to  accept  the  composition  or  restore  the  goods. 
The  County  Court,  on  the  application  of  the  Bespondent,  on  the 
20th  of  September,  1870,  made  the  order  appealed  from. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  FinJay  Knight,  for  the  Appellants, 
the  Birmingham  Oas  Company : — 

We  are  secured  creditors  ;  but  this  is  not  an  execution  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  95,  sub-sect.  3  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869, 
and  does  not  require  the  protection  of  that  section.  And  the  cases 
of  In  re  Gwynn  (1),  In  re  Norton  (2),  and  In  re  Skinner  (3),  decided 
in  this  Court,  do  not  apply.  The  Kegistrar  considered  the  protec- 
tion clause  and  these  cases  applicable.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
Act  of  1869  to  take  away  our  security,  which  is  a  statutory  pledge, 
and  not  an  execution :  CHlhert  on  Distress  (4).  Even  if  this  dis- 
tress were  an  execution  within  the  meaning  of  the  word  in  sect  95, 
it  would  be  valid,  for  these  are  proceedings  for  composition  and 
not  for  liquidation  by  arrangement,  and  the  two  are  wholly  dif- 
ferent. Under  proceedings  for  composition  no  trustee  is  appointed, 
and  there  is  no  person  in  whom  the  property  of  the  debtor  vests, 
as  in  cases  of  liquidation  by  arrangement  or  bankruptcy.  The 
secured  creditor  is  entitled,  notwithstanding  bankruptcy,  unless 


(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  419. 

(2)  Ibid.  425. 


(3)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  432. 

(4)  4th  Ed.  p.  3. 
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0.  J.  B.      there  is  some  speciaP  provision  in  the  Bankruptcy  Act  to  the  oon- 
1870        trary :  Parsons  v.  Lloyd  (1).    There  is  no  such  provision  here, 
Ex  parte     there  being  no  section  in  the  Act  of  1869  corresponding  with 
oS^"^  ^'  184  of  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106. 

OOXB 

Oqmpahy.        jf  r,  Seed,  for  the  Bespondent : — 

In  re 

Adams,  There  is  no  distinction  between  this  distress  and  an  execution ; 
and  if  there  were,  the  Court  has  power,  by  sect.  13,  to  restrain 
proceedings  in  any  execution  or  ''  other  legal  process  "  against  the 
debtor.  The  Petition  is  in  Form  106,  and  the  bankrupt  thereby 
declares  his  inability  to  pay  his  debts.  The  filing  such  a  Petition 
is  an  act  of  bankruptcy :  In  re  Jones,  before  your  Honour  on 
Feb.  25, 1870 ;  and  therefore  invalidates  this  execution,  since  it 
has  not  been  completed  by  sale.  And  the  principle  of  Edwards  t. 
Scarsbrook  (2)  does  not  apply ;  and  if  it  did,  that  case  has  been 
overruled  by  Edwards  v.  Oabriel(S).  Under  sect.  126  there  is  no 
clause  divesting  the  debtor's  property,  as  in  the  case  of  liquidation 
by  arrangement,  but  sub-sect.  7  of  sect.  126  is  as  follows : — 

'^  The  provisions  of  a  composition  accepted  by  an  extraordinary 
resolution  in  pursuance  of  this  section  shall  be  binding  on  all  the 
creditors  whose  names  and  addresses,  and  the  amount  of  the  debts 
due  to  whom  are  shewn  in  the  statement  of  the  debtor,  produced 
at  the  meetings  at  which  the  resolution  has  passed,  but  shall  not 
affect  or  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  other  creditors." 

In  this  case  the  company  were  included  in  the  statement  of  the 
debtor,  and  they  are  bound  by  the  resolution  to  compound.  In 
principle  there  is  no  difference  between  liquidation  by  arrangement 
and  composition.  In  liquidation  the  trustee  is  responsible  for 
the  distribution  of  the  debtor's  estate,  in  composition  the  debtor 
himself  is  responsible. 

Mr,  De  Oex,  in  reply. 


Nov.  21.    Sib  Jabies  Bacoh,  CJ.,  after  stating  the  facts  and 
the  order  appealed  from,  continued : — 

The  great  difference  between  cases  of  liquidation,  where  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Ex.  307,  n.  (3)  30  L.  J.  (Ex.)  245 ;   81  Ibid. 

(2)  32  L.  J.  (Q.  B.)  45.  (Ex.)  113. 
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creditors  have  resolved  that  their  debtor's  affairs  are  to  be  liqui-      C.  J.  B. 
dated  by  arrangement^  and  not  in  bankruptcy,  and  cases  in  which        1870 
creditors  have  resolved  to  accept  a  composition  in  satisfaction  of     ^  ^^^^^ 
their  debts,  must  in  all  cases  be  observed.     The  rights  of  the  J^SJJJJ^^'' 
debtor  and  his  creditors  are  wholly  different  in  the  two  cases. 
Both  are  initiated  by  a  Petition  filed  by  the  debtor,  stating  his 
inability  to  pay  his  debts.    At  that  time  it  is  uncertain  whether 
the  Hqnidation  will  or  will  not  be  effected  by  means  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  trustee  and  the  distribution  among  the  creditors  of  the 
whole  of  the  creditor's  estate,  with  all  the  powers  and  provisions, 
which^are  enacted  respecting  bankruptcy,  and  it  is  at  the  option 
of  the  requisite  majority  of  creditors,  at  a  meeting  duly  convened, 
to  determine  whether  the  estate  shall  be  so  distributed  and  dealt 
with  or  not.    And  to  this  state  of  things  the  125th  section  and 
the  rules  applicable  to  that  section,  relate.    But  it  is  also  in  the 
power  and  at  the  option  of  the  creditors,  under  the  126th  section, 
at  a  like  meeting,  to  resolve  that,  instead  of  exercising  the  powers 
conferred  upon  them  by  sect.  125,  they  will,  "  without  any  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy,"  accept  a  composition  in  satisfaction  of 
their  debts,  and  thereupon  machinery  is  provided  by  the  statutes 
and  the  rules  for  giving  effect  to  such  composition.    Until  at  the 
meeting  of  the  creditors  it  has  been  determined  by  their  resolution 
whether  the  proceedings  shall  be  under  the  125th  or  the  126th 
sections,  it  would  be  quite  right  that  an  injunction  should  be 
granted,  restraining  any  creditor's  process  against  the  debtor's 
person  or  estate  (as  was  properly  granted  in  this  case) ;  but  when 
once  such  a  resolution  has  been  passed  as  would  make  it  im- 
proper to  appoint  a  trustee,  the  sub-sects.  5  and  7  of  sect.  125 
are  inapplicable.    The  property  of  the  debtor  is  not  taken  from 
him  nor  vested  in  a  trustee ;  it  is  not  ^distributed  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  bankruptcy."    On  the  contrary,  the  debtor  is  left  in 
the  possession  of  his  assets  for  the  very  purpose,  it  may  be,  of 
enabling  him  to  fulfil  the  engagement  he  has  entered  into  with 
his  creditors  to  pay  them  the  stipulated  composition.    The  terms 
agreed  to  are  binding  upon  all  the  creditors,  may  be  embodied  in 
a  deed  and  secured  by  covenants,  if  the  creditors  so  will,  and  may 
be  enforced  by  the  Court,  as  any  order  of  the  Court  may  be.    But 
there  is  no  power  in  this  latter  case  to  deprive  secured  creditors 
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C.  J.  B.  of  their  secnritieSy  no  relation  of  title  to  any  act  of  bankraptcy 
1870  prior  to  the  presentation  of  the  Petition  or  otherwise,  nor  anything 
Ex  paru  ^^  which  the  creditors,  who  have  resolved  to  accept  a  composition, 
<Shltoht^»d  ^*^®  ^^7  interest  beyond  enforcing  the  performance  of  that  con- 
Ck)KE  dition  on  which  they  hare  agreed  to  accept  the  composition.  It  is 
becaase  these  considerations  do  not  seem  to  hare  been  presented 
to  the  learned  Begistrar,  by  whom  the  order  appealed  from  was 
made,  that  the  matter  has  miscarried.  The  argument  before  him, 
as  I  understand  from  the  statements  which  have  been  made  to  me 
on  this  occasion,  was  urged  as  if  the  debtor,  on  whose  behalf  the 
application  was  made,  was  possessed  of  all  the  rights  which  a 
trustee,  duly  appointed  under  the  125th  section,  would  haye  had. 
Beference  seems  to  have  been  made  to  the  cases  In  re  Chvynn  (1), 
In  re  Norton  (2),  and  In  re  Skinner  (3),  recently  decided  in  this 
Court  I  adhere  in  every  respect  to  those  decisions  and  to  the 
principles  which  I  endeavoured  there  to  explain,  as  governing  the 
administration  of  the  law  established  by  the  Bankrt^cy  Act  of 
1869 ;  but  in  each  of  those  cases  the  sole  question  was  as  to  the 
rights  of  a  trustee  in  whom,  under  the  125th  section,  was  vested  the 
whole  estate  of  the  debtor,  upon  trust  to  recover  and  distribute  such 
estate  in  the  same  manner  as  in  bankruptcy.  No  such  principle 
is  applicable  to  the  case  before  me,  and  I  am  therefore  of  opinion 
that  the  order  appealed  from  must  be  discharged,  and  as  the 
application  made  by  the  debtor  to  the  Court  at  Birmingham  was 
in  itself  not  less  unreasonable  than  it  was  unsustainable  in  law,  I 
direct  the  debtor,  who  is  the  Respondent,  to  pay  to  the  Appellant 
the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Order  discharged.  Eespondent  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  appeal 
and  of  the  application  to  the  Court  below. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  Bwrton^  Yeaies,  &  Bdri, 
agents  for  Messrs.  Tyndall,  Johnson,  &  TyndaU,  Birmingham. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  Deere  &  Bourne^  agents 
for  Mr.  W.  E.  Fallows,  Birmingham. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  419.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  426. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  432. 
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Ex  parte  ALLEN.    Ex  parte  PAGE.  C.  J.  B. 

In  re  MIDDLETON.  J870 

Bankruptcy  Act,  1869— ^*«»  of  SaU—PHority.  ^J^* 

A,  and  P.  were  each  of  them  holders  of  a  bill  of  sale  on  the  same  part  of 
a  non-trader's  property.  A,^9  security  was  dated  the  10th  of  February,  1870, 
and  registered  on  the  2nd  of  March,  1870.  P.*s  was  dated  the  28th  of 
Febraary,  1870,  and  registered  on  the  18th  of  March,  1870.  P.  had  no 
notice  of  AJs  bill  of  sale  at  the  date  of  his  own,  and  took  possession  before  he 
received  notice.  On  the  4th  of  April  A,  gave  notice  of  his  charge,  but 
notwithstanding  this  P.  proceeded  to  sell  the  goods.  After  the  seizure,  and 
before  the  sale,  the  debtor  was  adjudicated  bankrupt : — 

Hdd,  that  the  fact  that  P.  had  been  the  first  to  take  possession  did  not 
give  him  priority  over  A.,  and  that  the  latter  was  entitled  to  the  first  charge 
upon  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 

IHESE  were  two  appeals  from  an  order  of  the  2nd  of  September, 
1870,  made  by  the  Registrar  of  the  County  Court  of  OxfordAhire^ 
held  at  Bavibwry. 

On  the  10th  of  February,  1870,  Wddleton^  who  was  a  farmer, 
and  therefore  a  non-trader  {Bankruptcy  Ad^  1869,  sch.  1),  executed 
a  deed,  by  which  he  assigned  all  his  furniture,  farming  stock,  and 
effects  to  AUenj  in  considemtion  of  a  sum  of  £340,  then  due,  and 
a  present  advance  of  £50.  This  deed  was  registered  as  a  bill  of 
sale  on  the  2nd  of  March,  1870,  and  contained  a  power  for  AUen 
to  enter,  if  necessary,  by  force,  and  to  seize  and  sell  the  property 
at  any  time.  On  thu  28th  of  February  the  sheriff  was  in  posses- 
sion of  Middleton's  effects,  and  on  that  day,  in  consideration  of 
the  payment  by  Page  of  the  sum  due  to  the  sheriff  (£752)  and 
of  £375  then  owing  to  Page,  Middletan  executed  a  second  bill 
of  sale  between  himself  of  the  one  part  and  Page  of  the  other 
part,  as  security  for  the  payment  to  the  latter  of  the  total  sum 
of  £1127,  with  interest,  and  this  deed  was  registered  on  the  18th 
of  March. 

Page,  at  the  date  of  his  own  security,  had  no  notice  of  AUen^s. 

The  two  deeds  comprised  the  same  property,  and  contained 
similar  provisions  and  powers,  except  that  Page  had  no  express 
power  to  take  possession  by  force. 
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C.  J.  B.         On  the  2l8t  of  March,  1870,  Page,  being  still  without  notice  of 

1870       Allen's  security,  took  possession. 

Ez  parte         ^he  act  of  bankruptcy  (a  declaration  of  insolvency  by  the 

Allen.      bankrupt)  took  place  on  the  4th  of  April,  and  the  adjudication  on 

P^.       the  following  day.    Atten  gave  notice  of  his  prior  claim  to  Page 

^n  re       ou  the  4th  of  April,  but  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  proceeded  to 

" '  sell  the  goods,  which  realised  a  sum  of  £477  35. 4(2.    AUen  brought 

an  action  for  £390  (the.  amount  secured  by  his  bill  of  sale)  against 
Page,  who  thereupon  applied  for,  and  obtained  from  the  Begistrar 
of  the  County  Court,  an  injunction  restraining  the  action;  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  were  paid  into  Court,  and  subsequently  tiie 
order  appealed  from,  which  declared  both  the  bills  of  sale  void  as 
against  the  trustee  under  the  bankruptcy,  was  made. 

[The  arguments  were  chiefly  upon  the  question  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  bills  of  sale ;  but  since  the  Chief  Judge  decided  that,  upon 
the  facts,  the  bills  were  valid,  it  is  immaterial  to  state  the  argo- 
ments  on  this  point] 

Mr.  E,  U.  BvHeUy  for  the  Appellant  AUen,  in  support  of  the  first 
bill  of  sale,  contended  that  the  legal  title  to  the  goods  was  in  his 
client  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  that  nothing  had  been  done 
which  could  deprive  him  of  the  first  claim  upon  the  fund  in  Court. 

Mr.  J}e  QeXy  Q.C.,  for  the  Appellant  Page,  argued  that  Page 
was  entitled  to  priority,  because  by  taking  possession  before  AUen 
he  had  used  superior  diligence.  A  person  who  contracts  for  an 
interest  in  personal  property  mdst  complete  his  title  by  possession ; 
or,  in  the  case  of  a  chose  in  adion,  by  giving  notice  of  his  interest, 
and  for  this  reason,  "  a  bondfde  incumbrancer  upon  such  property, 
who  is  without  notice  of  a  prior  charge,  and  obtains  possession,  or 
gives  notice  of  his  own  charge  to  the  person  who  has  the  legal 
interest  in  or  control  over  the  property,  shall  generally  be  pre- 
ferred to  earlier  claimants,  who  have  not  taken  possession  or  who 
have  given  later  or  no  notice,  even  though  the  holder  of  the 
property  have  by  other  means  acquired  notice  of  the  earlier 
claim :"  Fisher  on  Mortgages  (1) ;  Daniel  v.  BusseU  (2).  A  bill  of 
sale  need  not  be  registered  for  twenty-one  days  as  against  assignees 

(1)  2Qd  Ed.  8.  1253.  (2)  14  Yea.  898. 
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in  bankruptcy  and  creditors,  but  as  against  another  bill-holder,  if  0.  J.  B. 
the  grantee  of  the  security  of  earlier  date  does  not  do  all  he  can        1870 

to  give  gotice  of  it^  t. «.,  register  it,  before  the  second  creditor  Exparu 

advances  his  money,  and  the  second  creditor  is  the  first  to  obtain  Allhk. 

possession,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  priority.     Here  AUen  did  not  Vaqm, 
register  until  the  last  moment,  and  did  not  take  possession ;  Page       ^n  ^ 

advanced  his  money  without  notice,  and  did  all  he  could  to  per-       

feet  his  security  by  registration  and  taking  possession';  therefore 
his  claim  ought  to  be  allowed  in  preference  to  AU&iCs :  Dearie  v. 
EdU  (1) ;  Richards  v.  James  (2). 

Mr.  Baffletfj  for  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  contended  that  both 
the  bills  of  sale  were  acts  of  bankruptcy,  and  void. 

Mr.  E.  U.  BuUen,  and  Mr.  De  Oex,  replied. 

Sib  Jakes  Bacon,  CJ.  : — 

The  facts  do  not  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  bills  of  sale  were 
acts  of  bankruptcy.  As  to  the  question  of  priority,  I  know  no 
principle  which  would  require  AUen  to  have  taken  possession  in 
order  to  perfect  his  title  against  Page.  The  Bills  of  Sale  Act 
(17  &  18  Vict.  c.  36,  8. 1),  seems  to  assume  that  bills  of  sale  are 
good  against  all  the  world,  and  only  makes  them  void,  if  not 
registered  in  time,  as  against  assignees  in  bankruptcy  and  execu- 
tion creditors.  Here  Allen's  bill  was  registered  in  time,  and  there 
was  nothing  to  assign  to  Page  except  what  might  remain  of  the 
property  after  Allen's  claim  had  been  satisfied.  Between  AUen  and 
Page  this  is  a  question  strictly  of  their  legal  rights,  and  Page 
could  not  have  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  AUen's  action.  The  case  of 
Dearie  v.  HaJl  relates  only  to  choses  in  action.  Daniel  v.  JSus- 
sell  (3)  is  directly  adverse  to  Mr.  De  Oex's  coi^tention.  The  charges 
of  both  Appellants  are  good  as  against  the  trustee,  and  AUen  is 
entitled  to  have  his  debt  discharged  out  of  the  fund  in  Court,  and 
what  remains  after  that,  will  go  towai'ds  the  satisfaction  of  Page's 
claim.  I  cannot  give  AUen  the  costs  of  the  action  in  which  he  was 
restrained. 

(1)  8  Ru88. 1,  22,  23.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  285. 

(3)  14  Ves.  393. 
Vol.  XI.  Q  2 
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G.  J.  B.         Order  discharged.    Costs  of  all  parties  to  be  the  first  charge  on 
1870       the  fund. 


AixKK.  Solicitors  for  Allen:  Messrs.  JB.  M.  &  F.  Lotve,  agents  for  Mr.  T. 

Ex  parte     Pain,  Banbury. 
J  Solicitors  for  Page :  Messrs.  Maekeson  &  Co.,  agents  for  Mr.  /. 

|Cu>i>LiTOir.  Kilby,  Banbury. 

Solicitors  for  the  trustee :  Messrs.  Hayes,  Twisden,  <&  Co.,  agents 
for  Mr.  J.  B,  Looker,  Banbury. 
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TEALL  V.  WATTS.  M.  K. 

1871 
Practice — Partition — SaU — Prayer  for  Partition — Party  out  <f  Jurisdiction —  ,^^.,^ 

Farm  of  Beeree-^Partition  Act,  1868  (31  &  32  Vict,  c.  40),  «.  3,  9.  Jan.  14. 

In  a  suit  for  a  sale  under  the  Partition  Act^  1868,  the  bill  ought  to  pray 
for  partition  as  well  as  sale ;  semNe : 

An  immediate  decree  for  sale  may  be  made,  although  one  of  the  parties 
interested  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction ;  but  the  decree  must  be  served  on  the 
absent  party  before  the  sale  is  proceeded  with ;  and,  aemMe,  advertisement  of 
the  decree  in  a  newspaper  is  not  sufficient  service. 

IHTS  was  a  suit  by  one  of  numerous  tenants  in  common  of  real 
estate  for  a  sale  of  the  property  under  the  Partition  Aci^  1868. 

The  bill  did  not  pray  for  partition. 

All  the  parties  interested  were  before  the  Court,  except  one, 
who  was  believed  to  be  resident  in  Central  America. 

Mr.  Jessel,  Q.C.  (Mr.  0.  A.  Holmes  with  him),  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  Partition  Act,  1868,  s.  3,  only  enables  the  Court  to  decree 
a  sale  in  a  suit  for  partition,  where  if  the  Act  had  not  been  passed, 
a  decree  for  partition  might  have  been  made.  The  bill  does  not 
pray  for  partition,  and  a  question  may  be  raised  whether  the  Court 
has  jurisdiction ;  we  therefore  propose  to  amend  the  prayer. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — I  think  the  bill  had  better  be 
amended,  and  I  give  leave  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Jessd: — On  the  bill,  as  amended,  we  propose  to  take  a  decree 
for  an  immediate  sale. 

Mr.  Sivandon,  Q.C.  (Mr.  Buchaiian  with  him),  for  one  of  the 
Defendants,  proposed  that  the  course  adopted  in  Peters  v.  Bacon  (1) 
should  be  followed,  viz.,  that  an  immediate  decree  for  sale  should 
be  made,  and  that  notice  of  the  decree  should  be  given  to  the 
absent  party  by  advertisement,  with  liberty  to  apply  in  Chambers 
as  to  proceeding  with  the  sale  if  he  should  not  come  in  after  the 
appearance  of  the  advertisements. 

(1)  Law  Hep.  8  Eq.  125. 
Vol.  XI.  B  2 
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M.B.  Mr.  Jessel: — The  difiSculty  in  that  k,  that  sect.  9  of  the  Act 

1871  requires  the  decree  to  be  served  on  absent  parties ;  and  adyertise- 
Tkall      ment  in  a  newspaper  is  not  service.    In  Silver  v.  UdaU  (1)  and 

Hurry  v.  Hurry  (2),  Vice-Chancellor  James  held  that  service  wast 

necessary. 

Mr.  J.  T.  Humphry,  for  a  Defendant,  submitted  that  the  decree 
ought  not  to  direct  an  immediate  sale,  but  inquiries  only, 

Mr.  Lindley,  for  another  Defendant. 

Lord  Eomilly,  M.K.  : — 

I  doubt  whether  an  advertisement  alone  would  do,  unless  yon 
could  shew  that  the  advertisement  was  brought  to  the  notice  of 
the  party.  I  think  I  can  make  a  decree  for  sale,  and  the  Plaintiff 
can  then  apply  at  Chambers  as  to  service  of  it  on  the  party  out  of 
the  jurisdiction. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Siuarl  &  Massey ;  Messrs.  Williamson,  EiHf 
&  Co, ;  Mr.  Brooke  ;  Messrs.  Torr^  Janeway,  <&  Co. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  227.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  34G. 
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HILL  V.  LANE.  v.-C.  s. 

1870 
Demurrer — Fraudtdeni  MitrepresenkUion — BUI  far  Money  Demand^^  ,^Jj 

Ccncurrent  Jwriadiction  of  Court  of  Chancery,  Nov,  lo  ; 

Dec.  3. 

Bemuirer  to  a  bill  alleging  fraud  committed  by  the  Defendants^  and  seek-         """" 
ing  to  reoover  money  paid  by  Plaintiff  for  shares  in  a  company  in  reliance 
on  fraudulent  misrepresentations  by  the  Defaidants,  overruled. 

Observations  on  OgUvie  v.  Currie  (1), 

1  HIS  was  a  demurrer. 

The  bill  stated  that  the  Defendants,  previously  to  October, 
1865,  carried  on  business  in  London^  in  co-partnership  as  mer- 
chants under  the  firm  of  Lane,  Hanketf,  &  Co» ;  that  on  the 
3l8t  of  December,  1864,  the  firm  were  wholly  insolvent ;  that 
in  the  autumn  of  1865  the  deficiency  continued  to  increase; 
that  each  of  the  partners  was  fully  aware  that  the  firm  was  insol- 
vent, and  that  they  were  unable  to  pay  their  private  debts ; 
and  that  with  a  view  of  relieving  themselves  from  liabilities  in 
the  autumn  of  1865,  they  formed  a  scheme  of  getting  up  a  joint 
stock  company  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  and  of  inducing 
such  company  to  purchase  the  goodwill  of  their  business  for  a 
very  large  sum.  That  in  pursuance  of  such  scheme  they  employed 
a  London  firm  of  accountants ;  that  in  further  pursuance  of  the 
said  scheme  they  induced  certain  other  persons  to  become  directors 
with  them  in  a  company  intended  to  be  called  the  Merehants  Com- 
pany, Limited,  and  about  to  be  formed  fur  the  purpose  of  purchasing 
the  Defendants'  business. 

That  in  contemplation  of  the  formation  of  such  company  a  deed 
was  executed,  dated  the  4th  of  October,  1865,  between  the  Defen- 
dants  and  one  F,  Heritage,  a  trustee  for  the  company  in  course  of 
promotion,  which  recited  that  the  Defendants  had  carried  on  business 
in  London  for  several  years  as  merchants,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed 
by  the  vendors  to  sell  the  business  to  Heritage.  The  deed  then 
witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  £62,500^  to  be  paid  to  the  ven* 
dors  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned,  they,  the  vendors,  jointly 

(1)  37  L.  J.  (Ch.)  541. 

BZ  2 
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V.-0. 8.  and  severally  sold  the  business  to  Heritage  ;  and  that  they  would 
1870  (except  as  thereinafter  mentioned)  liquidate  all  their  existing  debts 
jjjj^j^  and  liabilities^  and  indemnify  the  company  therefrom ; . . .  and  that 
,  ^'  the  vendors  should   and  would  guarantee  to  the  shareholders  a 

minimum  dividend  equal  to  £10  per  cent,  on  the  capital  which 

should  be  called  up,  for  a  period  of  three  years  from  the  commence- 
ment of  the  business,  by  such  instruments  as  should  be  approved 
by  the  company.  And  Seritage  (as  trustee  only)  covenanted  to 
pay  the  £62,000  as  follows :  £37,500  within  fourteen  days  after 
the  allotment,  2500  £25  shares  on  which  £15  should  be  deemed 
to  be  paid  up,  and  £25,000,  being  the  balance,  by  delivery  at  the 
same  time,  of  debenture  bonds  bearing  interest  at  £5  per  cent., 
redeemable  as  in  the  indenture  provided. 

That  on  the  2nd  or  3rd  of  October,  1865,  the  Defendants  circu- 
lated a  prospectus,  which  was  briefly  as  follows : — 

"  The  Merchants  Company ^  Limited, 
"  Incorporated  under  Companies  Act,  1862. 
"  Capital  £500,000. 
"  First  issue,  £250,000  in  10,000  shares  of  £25  each ;  £1  to  be 
paid  on  application,  and  £4  on  allotment. 

'*  A  minimum  dividend  of  £10  per  cent,  per  annum  for  three 
years  on  the  amount  paid  up  is  guaranteed,  as  hereinafter  stated.'' 

Then  followed  a  list  of  the  officers  of  the  company.  The  pro- 
spectus, in  the  body  of  it,  referred  to  the  security  afforded  by  large 
uncalled  resources,  and  added  that,  in  order  to  serve  as  an  immediate 
basis  of  operations,  arrangements  had  been  made  with  Messrs.  Lane^ 
HanJcej/y  dt  Co. ;  that  such  firm  would  liquidate  all  its  obligations 
independently  of  the  company,  handing  over  only  such  current 
account  and  transactions  as  the  board  might  wish  to  accept ;  that 
the  goodwill  of  Messrs.  Lane,  Eankey,  &  Co's  business  had  been 
purchased  for  £25,000,  payable  one-fifth  annually,  with  5  per  cent. 
interest,  and  2500  shares  with  £15  each  credited.  In  issuing  this 
amount  the  directors  had  taken  into  consideration  the  profits  of 
the  firm  during  the  last  six  years,  the  present  prospects  of  the 
business,  and  the  manner  in  which  payment  for  the  goodwill  had 
been  accepted;  that  the  vendors  also  agreed  by  tlieir  personal 
covenant  to  a  minimum  dividend  of  £10  per  cent  during  three  years 
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on  the  paid-up  capital^  thereby  giving  a  substantial  proof  of  their     V.C.  S. 
confidence  in  the  undertaking.     The  bill  then  set  out  the  report  ofv       i870 
the  accountants^  stating  that  the  gross  commissions  during  the  last       hill 
six  years,  from  the  1st  of  January,  1859,  to  the  1st  of  January, 
1865,  were  £140,765  173. 9d.,  being  an  average  of  £23,460  19s.  Id. 
per  annum,  or  a  net  commission  of  £106,900  17s.  4i.,  giving  an 
average  of  £17,816  16s.  2d.  per  annum.     The  prospectus  further 
stated  that  applications  for  a  large  number  of  shares  liad  been 
already  received. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  statement  that  Messrs.  Lane,  Hankey, 
&  Go,  would  liquidate  all  their  obligations  was  untrue,  and  known 
to  be  untrue ;  that  the  statement  of  the  profits  was  wilfully  false ; 
that  the  gross  profits  during  the  period  mentioned  were,  without 
deducting  bad  debts,  £48,717  IBs.  Id.,  giving  an  annual  average 
of  £7286  5s.  Id.,  and  that  the  amount  of  the  bad  debts  exceeded 
the  profits ;  that  the  statement  that  Messrs.  Lane,  Hcmkey,  &  Co, 
would  guarantee  £10  per  cent,  was  wilfully  false,  as  the  Defen- 
dants had  not  the  means  to  do  so  ;  that  the  statement  that  a  large 
number  of  shares  had  been  applied  for  was  also  untrue,  as  only 
850  shares  at  the  date  of  the  prospectus  had  been  issued. 

The  bill  also  stated  that  the  Plaintiff,  relying  on  the  statements 
in  the  prospectus,  on  the  7th  of  October,  1865,  applied  for  forty 
shares,  which  were  allotted  to  him,  and  on  which  he  paid  £1  on  appli- 
cation, and  on  allotment  £4  per  share,  which,  with  two  subsequent 
calb  of  £200  each,  made  a  total  of  £600.  The  bill  then  charged 
several  fraudulent  acts,  such  as  the  payment  of  the  promised 
dividend  out  of  a  call  payable  on  the  15th  of  January,  1866,  when 
there  were  no  profits ;  the  causing  a  considerable  number  of  the 
Defendants*  shares  to  be  forfeited  in  order  to  avoid  payment  of 
calls;  that  on  the  22nd  of  August,  1866,  the  Defendants  stopped 
payment,  and  executed  a  deed  of  inspectorship  ;  that  from  the 
schedules  and  the  afiidavits  filed  under  the  inspectorship,  the  joint 
debts  of  Lane,  Hankey,  &  Co,  were  shewn  to  be  £282,498,  including 
£45,292  Ss.  9d,  due  to  the  company,  against  which  sum  certain  cre- 
ditors held  securities  estimated  to  produce  £1 57,300,  leaving  utterly 
unsecured  £125,198,  while  the  value  of  the  joint  estate  was  under 
£20,000 ;  that  the  separate  debts  of  one  partner  were  £13,735  9s.  4d., 
including  £2500  due  to  the  company,  securities  held  by  creditors 
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V.-C.  S.      were  £500,  and  the  value  of  his  separate  estate  was  xrnder  £100; 
1S70        that  the  separate  debts  of  another  partner  were  £6245,  including 
Uu.L       £2500  due  to  the  company ;  securities,  £3575 ;  value  of  the  sepa- 
Lane.       ^^  estate,  under  £500 ;  tliat  the  separate  debts  of  the  third  partner 
were  £69,315  12s.  6d.,  including  £1015  due  to  the  company;  secu- 
rities held  by  creditors,  £38,818 ;  separate  estate,  under  £5000 ; 
that  a  great  portion  of  the  securities  of  the  joint  and  separate 
estates  were  worthless ;  that  on  the  12th  of  November,  1866,  the 
company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  compulsorily ;  that  on  the 
7th  of  April  an  order  was  made  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  for  the 
performance  of  a  conditional  agreement,  immaterial  to  this  ques- 
tion, without  prejudice  to  the  PlaintiJOTs  right  to  take  proceedings 
against  any  of  the  directors,  except  one,  J,  Chiles^ 
The  bill  prayed  as  follows : — 

1.  That  the  Defendants  might  be  ordered  jointly  and  severally 
to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  £600  and  interest.  2.  That  it  might  be 
declared  that  the  Defendants  were  jointly  and  severally  liable  to 
make  good  to  the  Plaintiff  the  costs  and  charges  he  had  been  put 
to  by  reason  of  his  taking  shares  in  the  company,  or  in  consequence 
thereof;  and  that  proper  inquiries  might  be  directed  to  ascertain 
the  amount  due  to  the  Plaintiff  in  respect- thereof,  and  for  interest 
as  aforesaid. 

Mr.  Fooks,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  C.  Fooks,  for  the  demurrer : — 

This  is  a  mere  bill  for  damages,  and  the  Plaintiff's  remedy,  if 
he  has  any,  is  at  law. 

The  case  is  covered  by  authority.  OffUvie  v.  Currie  (1)  was  a 
bill  to  cancel  the  allotment  of  fifty  shares  in  the  Breeeh-loading 
Armoury  Company  on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  misrepresentation 
in  the  prospectus.  The  bill  also  prayed  that  the  Plaintiff's  name 
might  be  removed  from  the  list  of  shareholders,  and  for  repayment 
of  the  moneys  paid  on  deposit  and  allotment;  and  a  demurrer 
was  allowed. 

[They  also  cited  CoU  v.  WooOaaton  (2);  Evans  v.  BiekneU  (3); 
Burrowes  v.  Lock  (4) ;  Slim  v.  Croucher  (5) ;  Cridland  v.  Lord  De 

(1)  37  L.  J.  (Ch.)  541-7.  (3)  6  Ves.  174. 

(2)  2  P.  Wms.  155.  (4)  10  Ibid.  470. 

(6)  2  Giff.  37 ;  1  D.  F.  &  J.  518. 
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Maidetf  (1) ;  Green  v.  Barrett  (2)  ;  Blair  v.  Bromley  (3) ;  8t.  Aubyn     V.-O.  S. 
Y.  Smart  (4);  Bamahire  v.  jBoftow  (5);   Ingram  v.  2%orp  (6);       1870 
Oarie  V.  Bickwn  (7).]  Hill 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — Mr.  Dichiman,  I  only  wisli  to  hear  you       ^^^ 
on  the  case  of  Ogilvie  r.  Ckirrie  (8). 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.  (Mr.  W.  B.  Mis  with  him)  :— 

On  examination  it  will  appear  that  Lord  Cairns'  observations 
.are  addressed  only  to  the  ease  as  it  was  then  presented  to  the 
Conrt  The  Plaintiff^  by  his  laches,  had  lost  his  right,  such  as  it 
was,  against  the  company;  and  having  regard  to  this  fact,  all 
Lord  Cairns  held  was,  that  the  -bill  could  not  be  maintained 
against  the  directors  alone ;  but  he  never  meant  to  lay  down  the 
general  rule  contended  for.  Li  any  point  of  view  it  was  a  mere 
•dictum,  not  necessary  for  deciding  the  case,  and  cannot  be 
allowed  to  prevail  against  the  long  and  well-settled  decisions  of 
the  great  Equity  Judges  who  have  held  otherwise. 


Dec,  3.    Sir  John  Stuart,  V.C.  : — 

The  bill  prays  to  recover  from  the  Defendant  moneys  paid  by  the 
Plaintiff  on  the  faith  of  representations  made  by  the  Defendant, 
which  were  false,  and  were  made  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the 
Plaintiff  and  others.  It  avers  that  the  Defendants,  in  the  year  1865, 
•carried  on  the  business  of  merchants  in  London^  under  the  firm  of 
Jxine,  Hankey,  &  Co. ;  that  the  firm  was  wholly  insolvent,  and  each 
of  the  Defendants  who  were  partners  in  it  also  insolvent,  and  unable 
to  pay  their  private  debts ;  that  being  aware  of  their  insolvency, 
with  a  view  of  relieving  themselves,  they  formed  a  scheme  of 
selling,  for  a  large  sum,  the  goodwill  of  their  insolvent  business  to 
a  joint  stock  company,  which  they  caused  to  be  formed  under  the 
Act  of  1862,  with  limited  liability.  The  bill  then  states  the  pro- 
-ceedings  for  forming  this  company,  and  a  prospectus  issued  by  the 

(1)  1  De  G.  &  Sm.  459.  (5)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  294. 

.    .    (2)  1  Sim.  45.  (6)  7  Hare,  67. 

(3)  5  Hare,  542 ;  2  Ph.  354.  (7)  E.  B.  &  E.  148. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  183.  (8)  37  L.  J.  (Ch.)  641. 
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V.-C.  S.     Defendants,  which  contained  various  statements  alleged  to  be 

1870       grossly  false.    It  states,  in  the  17th  paragraph,  that  the  Plaintiff, 

Hill       relying  on  the  truth  of  the  statements  in  the  prospectus,  applied 

lTke.       ^^^  ^^^^y  shares  in  this  joint  stock  company,  and  paid  in  respect 

of  several  calls  altogether  £600 ;  that  in  November,  1866,  an  order 

was   made  to  wind  up  the   company,  and  various   proceedings 

were  taken  under  that  order;  and  finally,  an  order  was  made 

by  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  for  carrying  into  effect  an  agreement 

without  prejudice  to  any  proceedings  which  the  Plaintiff  might 

be  advised  to  take  against  the  directors  of  the  company.     The 

Defendants  were  directors.     Various  facts  and  figures  are  stated 

in  the  bill  as  evidence  of  the  false  statements  of  the  Defendants, 

on  the  faith  of  which  the  Plaintiff  paid  his  money. 

In  support  of  the  demurrer  to  this  bill,  it  was  argued  that  the 
proper  remedy  for  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  had  any  remedy,  was  to  proceed 
by  action  at  law.  It  has  been  so  often  decided  that  tliis  Court  will 
grant  relief  in  such  cases,  that  I  should  have  overruled  the  demurrer 
without  hesitation,  were  it  not  that  a  case  of  OgUvie  v.  Cttrrie  was 
cited  from  the  Law  Journal  Reports  (1),  said  to  have  been  decided 
by  Lord  Cairns  when  Lord  Chancellor.  Having  examined  the 
report  of  this  case,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  it  does  not  counte- 
nance the  argument  that  this  Court  ought  not  to  give  relief  on 
bills  brought  against  persons  to  recover  money  paid  on  the  tsith 
of  false  representations.  But  this  is  only  said  in  the  latter  part 
of  the  judgment,  which  deals  with  what  seems  to  have  been  a 
subordinate  point. 

It  is  so  well  settled  that  this  Court  will  entertain  jurisdic- 
tion in  such  cases  that  it  would  be  a  misfortune  indeed  to  the 
public  if  there  were  any  sufficient  ground  for  considering  that 
the  jurisdiction  is  doubtful.  Lord  Eldan,  in  the  case  of  Evans 
V.  BiehneU  (2),  has  stated  that  this  Court  has  the  jurisdiction 
in  clear  and  strong  terms.  Other  great  Judges  have  quoted 
Lord  Eldon^s  language  with  approbation  when  enforcing  th& 
doctrine.  Sir  William  Qrant  carried  it  to  a  great  extent  in  the 
remarkable  case  of  Burrowes  v.  Loch  (3).  In  Qreen  v.  Barrett  (4), 
Sir  John  Leach  overruled  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  by  a  shareholder 

(1)  VoL  37, 541.  (3)  10  Ves.  470. 

(2)  6  Ves.  174.  (4)  1  Sim.  45. 
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to  recover  from  directors  of  a  joint  stock  company  ^monejr  paid  V.-C.  S. 
on  false  representations.  In  the  case  of  Slim  v.  Croucheril)  the  j87o 
Lord  Chancellor,  in  affirming  my  decision,  expressed  his  approba-  jj^ 
tion  of  the  doctrine,  and  said  he  should  not  be  sorry  to  see  it 
extended.  Although  Courts  of  Common  Law  may  have  jurisdiction 
in  some  such  cases,  there  is  clearly  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  this 
Court.  Both  the  Lords  Justices  fully  concurred  in  the  views 
stated  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Slim  v.  Croucher,  So  long  ago 
as  the  case  of  Colt  v.  WooUaston  (2),  the  Master  of  the  EoUs  said, 
"It  is  no  objection  that  the  parties  have  their  remedy  at  law, 
and  may  bring  an  action  for  moneys  had  and  received  for  the 
PlaintiflTs  own  use,  for  in  cases  of  fraud  the  Court  of  Equity  has 
concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  Common  Law,  matter  of  fraud 
being  the  great  subject  of  relief  here."  In  the  most  recent  case, 
Bamtihire  v.  BoU(m(3),  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  MalinSy  the 
jurisdiction  was  upheld  to  its  full  extent.  The  demurrer  must  be 
overruled. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Carter  &  BeU, 

« 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  FFt&on,  BridotoSy  &  Cari^ 
mad, 

(1)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  518.  (2)  2  P.  Wms.  155,  156. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  294. 
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V.-O.M.  CLAKK  V.  HENRY. 

y^.,^^         Wm — Absolute  Oi/t  at  Tweniy-five — Gift  over  Ofi  Death  before  Marriage-^Time 
Dec,  8.  of  Vesting, 

A  testator  bequeathed  all  he  should  die  possessed  of  to  be  equally  divided 
between  his  sisters  A.  and  S.  for  their  sole  use  and  benefit,  to  be  invested  in 
his  sisters'  names  as  they  should  direct ;  his  sister  A.  (who  was  then  over 
twenty-five  years  of  age)  to  have  the  immediate  control  of  her  share,  and  hb 
sister  S,  upon  attaining  twenty-five  years,  until  which  time  it  was  to  be  held 
in  trust  for  her.  And  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  of  his  sisters  before  him, 
or  before  marrying  and  having  children,  the  whole  of  the  property  to  go  to 
the  survivor,    llio  testator's  elder  sister  A.  married  and  had  children : — 

JHeld,  that  the  gift  over  to  the  surviving  sister,  on  the  contingency  of  the 
death  of  the  other  before  marrying  and  having  children,  was  referable  to  snch 
death  occurring  before  she  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years ;  and 
that  the  younger  sister,  on  attaining  twenty-five,  though  still  unmarried, 
became  absolutely  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  property. 

Captain  WILLIAM  CLABK,  by  his  will,  dated  the  28th  of 
December^  1810^  which  was  made  while  he  was  in  command  of  a 
ship  in  the  China  seas,  gave  and  bequeathed  all  he  should  die 
possessed  of  in  money  or  goods  to  be  equally  divided  between 
his  sisters  Ann  and  Sarah  Clark  for  their  sole  use  and  benefit. 
The  testator  then  appointed  his  friends  Captain  Kennedy  and 
Joseph  Henry,  and  his  uncle  WiUiam  Clark,  to  be  his  executors, 
either  of  them  being  empowered  to  act  alone  in  the  execution 
of  the  trusts;  and  he  directed  that  all  his  personal  property, 
consisting  of  clothes,  books,  plate,  wines,  stores  of  every  descrip- 
tion, musical  instruments,  cabin  furniture,  &c.,  should  be  sold  by 
auction,  and  the  proceeds  remitted  to  England  to  his  unde, 
Mr.  W.  Clark,  who  would  invest  the  same  in  his  sisters*  names  as 
they  should  direct,  his  sister  Ann  to  have  the  immediate  control 
of  her  share  (upon  an  equal  division)  of  his  personal  property, 
and  his  sister  Sarah  upon  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years, 
until  which  time  his  uncle,  Mr.  W.  Clark,  would  hold  it  in  trust 
for  her ;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  of  his  sisters  Sarah  or 
Ann  Clark  before  him  (the  testator),  or  before  marrying  and 
having  children  of  their  own,  the  whole  of  the  property  he  migbt 
die  possessed  of,  either  in  money  or  goods,  to  go  to  the  suiTiror. 
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The  testator  died  in  March,  1842,  at  which  time  his  sister  Ann     V.-G.  M. 
Clark  was  about  twenty-seven  years  of  age,  and  Sarah  Clark  was        1870 
in  her  twentieth  year.    Ann  Clark  intermarried  with  J.  B.  BdvUle      clark 
in  the  year  1844,  and  had  issue  by  him  four  children,  all  of  whom       henbt. 
were  still  living.    /.  jB.  BdviUe  died  in  April,  1848.    Sarah  Clark        — 
attained  her  age  of  twenty-five  in  November,  1847,  and  was  still 
unmarried. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  Sarah  Clark,  alleging  that,  upon  the  true 
construction  of  the  will  of  Captain  W.  Clark,  she  became  absolutely 
entitled,  on  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  to  the  moiety  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  testator's  estate,  amounting  to  £4202  2«.  lOd. ; 
and  that  the  gift  to  the  surviving  sister  of  the  testator,  on  the 
contingency  of  the  death  of  the  other  before  marrying  and  having 
children,  was  referable  to  such  death  occurring  before  she  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years ;  and  the  bill  prayed  that  she 
might  be  declared  entitled  to  have  the  said  sum  of  £4202  2a.  lOd. 
transferred  to  her  for  her  own  absolute  benefit. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ormside,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  intention  of  the  testator  is  clear,  that  the  property  is  to  go 
equally  between  the  two  sisters  upon  attaining  twenty-five ;  but  if 
either  die  under  twenty-five  without  having  been  married,  it  is  to 
go  to  the  survivor.  The  sister  who  had  attained  twenty-five  was  to 
have  the  immediate  control  over  her  share,  and  the  other  sister 
who  was  under  twenty-five  was  to  have  the  control  over  her  share 
upon  attaining  that  age.  The  testator,  when  he  made  his  will,  was 
abroad,  and  did  not  know  whether  his  sisters  were  still  living  or 
whether  they  were  married ;  therefore  he  used  the  expression,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  either  of  his  sisters  before  him  or  before 
marrying. 

This  case  is  similar  to  Home  v.  PiUam  (1),  where  there  was  a 
gift  to  a  female,  when  and  if  she  should  attain  twenty -one,  to  her 
sole  and  separate  use,  and  in  case  of  her  death,  leaving  children, 
her  share  to  go  to  her  children  ;  and  it  was  held  to  vest  an  abso- 
lute interest  in  the  legatee  on  her  attaining  twenty-one.  Mr. 
Jarman,  in  his  book  (2),  refers  to  the  case  as  a  "doubtful 
case,"  but  he  must  have  meant  a  "difficult  case."    It  is  good 

(1)  2  My.  &  K.  15.  (2)  3rd  Ed.  vol.  ii.  p.  737. 
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V.-O. M.     law  nevertheless;    and  Lord  Brougham  reversed    the  decision 

1870        of  Sir  /.  Leach  on  the  ground  that  the  construction  adopted  bv 

Clark       the  Master  of  the  EoUs  was  irreconcilable  with  the  authorities^ 

UsxTRi.      especially  those  in  which  words  referring  to  death  generally  had 

been  held  to  be  restricted  to  death  occurring  in  the  ^lifetime  of 

the  prior  legatee  for  life ;  and  he  adduces  the  case  of  YaUand  t. 
Leonard  (1)  as  an  authority  precisely  in  point.  His  Lordship 
also  dwelt  upon  the  inconvenience  of  holding  the  absolute  vesting 
to  be  suspended  during  the  life  of  the  legatee,  which  was  a  con- 
struction the  Court  w^ould  never  adopt  but  from  necessity.  That 
case  was  afterwards  followed  by  Lord  Langdale  in  MonteUh  v. 
Nichobon  (2).  The  case  of  Campbell  v.  Brownrigg  (3)  is  a  leading 
authority  upon  the  point  that  the  Court  will  not  divest  an  estate 
where  it  is  given  in  the  plainest  terms.  Here  there  is  a  distinct 
and  positive  gift^  and  the  intention  is  express^  and  nothing  that 
afterwards  follows  can  affect  the  construction  of  the  positive  gift. 

The  case  of  Bowers  v.  Bowers  (4),  afterwards  reversed  on 
appeal  (5),  may  be  distinguished  from  this  case,  as  in  Bowers  v. 
Bowers  there  was  a  gift  to  children ;  and  here  there  is  no  such 

gift. 

The  case  of  In  re  Anstice  (6)  is  especially  valuable,  because  it 

cites  Home  v.  Pillans  (7)  and  Edwards  v.  Edwards  (8),  which  are 

referred  to  with  approbation  and  relied  upon  by  the  Master  of  the 

Eolls. 

[The  Vice-Chanoellob  referred  to  EdUifax  v.  WHson  (9)  and 
In  re  Yates  (10),  as  applicable  to  this  case.] 

Mr.  Cole,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BoviU,  for  the  Defendant  Ann  Clark, 
now  Mrs.  BelviUe : — 

We  do  not  dispute  that  the  gift  is  in  the  first  instance  an 
absolute  gift,  but  we  say  that  either  sister  must  marry  and  have  a 
child  before  she  will  be  entitled  to  retain  the  property  absolutely. 
If  either  of  them  should  marry  and  have  a  child  thereupon  the 
gift  over  of  her  share  is  impossible. 

(1)  1  Sw.  161.  (6)  23  Beav.  135. 

(2)  2  Keen,  719.  (7)  2  My.  &  K.  15. 

(3)  1  Ph.  301.  (8)  15  Beav.  357. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  283.  (9)  16  Ves.  168. 

(5)  Ibid.  5  Ch*  244.  (10)  21  L.  J.  (Ch.)  281. 
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Mr.  Jarman  yeij  properly  alludes  to  the  case  of  Home  v.     v.-O.  M. 
PfZZans  (1)  as  a  doubtful  case.    Lord  Broughamy  in  deciding  it^        1870 
founded  his  judgment  upon  a  number  of  authorities  in  which  the       clark 
decisions  went  upon  the  fact  that  the  death  spoken  of  was  death 
simplicitery  and  not  death  upon  any  contingency.    Where  a  testator 
directs  that,  in  the  event  of  death,  there  shall  be  a  gift  over,  that 
is  not  a  contingency  at  all,  because  death  must  happen  at  some 
time ;  but  death  without  issue  is  a  contingent  event 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  : — In  the  course  of  my  professional 
life  I  have  cited  Home  v.  PiUans  scores  of  times,  and  I  do  not 
remember  one  occasion  upon  which  it  was  spoken  of  with  dis- 
approbation. I  think  it  has  stood  the  test  of  time  remarkably 
well] 

The  case  of  Eanbtiry  v.  CockereU  (2),  very  much  resembles  this. 
The  quotation  is :  "  And  again,  where  a  testator  devised  lands  to 
his  son  j5.  in  fee,  and  other  lands  to  his  son  G,  in  fee,  subject  to 
a  proviso  that  if  either  of  his  sons  should  die  before  they  should 
be  married,  or  before  they  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  without  issue  of  their  bodies,  then  he  gave  all  the 
lands  which  he  had  given  to  such  of  his  sons  that  should  so  die 
unto  such  of  his  said  two  sons  as  should  the  other  survive." 
Farthing  v.  AUen  (3)  was  referred  to  in  Bowers  v.  Bowers  (4),  in 
the  Appeal  Court,  and  Lord  Justice  Giffard  expressed  his  full 
approval  of  that  decision. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  : — And  I  have  expressed  my  full  dis- 
approval of  it.  What  I  said  in  Bowers  v.  Bowers  was,  I  should 
anive  at  the  same  conclusion  in  the  absence  of  authority,  and  if 
I  found  such  cases  as  Farthing  v.  Allen  in  my  way,  I  should  have 
decided  in  direct  contradiction.] 

Yet  Farthing  v.  Allen  was  considered  an  authority  for  the  deci- 
sion of  Bowers  v.  Bowers  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.  In  Farthing  v. 
AUeny  which  is  more  fully  reported  in  Jarman  on  Wills  (•»),  estates 

(1)  2  My.  &  K.  15.  (3)  2  Madd.  310. 

(2)  Quoted  in  Peame's  Coritingent  (4)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  244. 
Remainders,  p.  395,  from  Rollers  abridg-  (5)  3rd  Ed.  voL  ii.  p.  730. 
ment. 
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V.-0.  M.  were  devised  to  trustees  for  sale,  and  the  produce  to  be  divided 
1870  between  the  son  and  daughter  of  the  testator  equally ;  and  in  case 
Clask  of  ^^^  death  of  either  of  them,  leaving  a  child  or  children,  the 
trustees  were  to  stand  possessed  of  the  property  for  the  use  SDd 
benefit  of  such  child  or  children,  and  if  either  the  son  or  daughter 
of  the  testator  should  die  without  issue,  the  survivor  was  to  take; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  son  and  daughter  were  only  tenants  for 
life  of  the  property,  with  such  limitations  over  as  the  will 
contained. 

The  case  of  Monteiih  v.  Nicholson  (1),  cited  on  the  other  side,  is 
in  point  of  fitct  an  authority  in  our  fiEtvour.  The  words  of  bequest 
in  the  first  part  of  the  will  gave  to  the  legatees  absolute  vested 
interests  in  the  £500  stock.  The  next  clause  contained  a  limita- 
tion over,  in  the  event  of  either  of  the  legatees  dying  in  tlie 
testator's  lifetime  or  afterwards,  to  the  surviving  legatee,  if  the 
deceased  legatee  had  died  without  issue,  and  to  the  issue  of  the 
deceased  legatee  if  such  legatee  had  left  issue.  The  testator  then 
declared  that  none  of  the  legatees  should  be  entitled  to  any 
bequest  until  they  severally  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one ;  and, 
taking  all  the  clauses  together,  Lord  Langddle  was  of  opinion 
that  the  effect  was  to  givb  an  absolute  vested  interest  to  each 
legatee  on  attaining  twenty-one,  and  the  limitation  over  was  to 
take  effect  only  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  legatee  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  or  afterwards. 

There  was  consequently  a  distinct  expression  of  intention,  when 
all  the  clauses  were  taken  together,  that  the  interests  of  the 
legatees  were  to  be  vested  at  twenty-one.  There  was  an  absolnte 
vested  interest  in  the  first  place,  then  a  divesting  in  case  of  death 
during  the  life  of  the  testator  or  afterwards,  and  then  a  declaration 
that  the  interest  should  not  vest  before  twenty-one. 

Mr.  Cotton^  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  IncBy  for  the  Defendant  Eenry,  the 
trustee. 

Sir  R  Malins,  V.C.  :— 

The  testator  in  this  case,  a  seafaring  man,  made  his  will  in  the 
China  seas.    He  had  two  sisters.    It  appears  that,  as  to  one  of 

(1)  2  Keen,  719. 
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them,  he  knew  her  to  be  of  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  and  as  to     v.-O.  M. 

the  other  he  knew  (at  least,  I  think  we  must  take  it  to  be  so)  that  i870 
she  was  nnder  that  age.  He  begins  his  will  thus : — "  I  do  hereby  qla^ 
give  and  bequeath  all  I  may  die  possessed  of  in  money  or  goods  to      „  ^• 

be  equally  divided  between  my  dear  sisters  Ann  and  Sarah  Clark        

for  their  sole  use  and  benefit,  independent  of  any  one  with  whom 
they  may  intermarry."  It  is  admitted  by  the  counsel  who  argued 
in  fietvour  of  the  gift  over  that  that  is  an  absolute  gift.  The 
testator,  therefore,  begins  with  that  absolute  gift  to  his  two  sisters 
equally.  Then,  after  giving  directions  as  to  the  collection  of  his 
property,  he  proceeds  thus :  **  They  are  to  collect  the  property,  and 
the  proceeds  to  be  remitted  to  England  to  my  uncle,  Mr.  William 
Clarky  who  will  invest  the  same  in  my  sisters'  names  as  they  may 
direct,  my  sister  Ann  (that  is  the  one  he  knew  to  have  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-five  years)  to  have  the  immediate  control  of  her 
share  (upon  an  equal  division)  of  my  personal  property,  and  my 
sister  Sarah  (whom  he  knew  to  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-five) 
upon  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years."  Thereupon  Ann, 
who  is  twenty-five  years  of  age,  is  to  have  the  immediate  control 
of  her  share,  and  Sarah,  upon  attaining  that  age,  is  to  have  the 
control  of  her  share. 

I  suppose  nobody  will  doubt  that  "control"  means  having  the 
property  so  that  they  may  deal  with  it  as  they  think  fit ;  that 
is,  having  the  absolute  control  over  it,  so  that  they  may  spend  it, 
invest  it,  waste  it,  or  do  anything  they  like  with  it.  Therefore, 
not  only  does  the  will  begin  with  an  absolute  gift,  but  this  is 
emphatically  repeated,  that  they  are  to  have  the  control  when  they 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years.  The  first  part  gives  the 
property  to  them  absolutely ;  and  the  second  says  that  they  are  to 
be  absolutely  entitled  when  they  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five 
years.  Then  he  says :  "  Until  which  time  (that  is,  until  Sarah 
attains  the  age  of  twenty-five  years)  my  uncle,  Mr.  W.  Clark,  will 
hold  it  in  trust  for  her."  Why  is  he  only  to  hold  it  until  that 
time  ?  Because,  upon  the  expiration  of  that  time,  he  is  to  hand  it 
over  to  her ;  until  that  time  he  is  to  hold  it  for  her,  meaning  that 
when  she  attains  the  age  of  twenty-five  years  she  is  to  have  the 
control  over  it. 

This  is  a  will  which,  as  clearly  as  any  will  which  has  ever  been 
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V.-C.  M.     drawn,  gives  the  absolute  property  to  two  sisters  upon  attainiog 

1S70        the  age  of  twenty-five  years.    So  far  it  is  admitted  on  all  hands 

(^21^      that,  if  the  testator  had  stopped  there,  there  would  have  been  no 

„  ^\    .     difficulty.     Then  come  the  words  which  fwe  said  to  create  the 

difficulty :  *'  And  in  case  of  the  death" — there  death  is  spoken  of 

as  a  contingency.  I  agree  entirely  with  what  was  said  by  Lord 
Brougham  in  the  case  of  "Rome  v.  PiUam  (1),  that»  inasmuch  as 
death  is  an  event  which  must  happen  to  all  at  some  time,  that 
when  death  is  spoken  of  as  it  is  here,  as  a  contingent  event,  it 
furthers  the  view  that  the  testator  does  not  mean  to  give  it  over 
whenever  death  takes  place,  but  only  in  the  event  of  death  taking 
place  within  the  particular  period.  He  says:  "And  in  case  of 
the  deatli  of  either  of  my  sisters  Sarah  or  Ann  Clark  before  me, 
or  before  marrying  and  having  children  of  their  own,  the  whole  of 
the  property  I  may  die  possessed  of,  either  in  money  or  goods,  to 
go  to  the  survivor." 

Now,  what  does  he  mean  in  this  part  of  the  will  ?  He  says: 
"  In  case  of  the  death."  Does  he  in  these  few  lines  mean  entirely 
to  contradict  the  previous  part  of  his  will  ?  The  previous  part  of 
his  will  is  clear  beyond  all  possibility  of  doubt  It  is  clear  that 
they  were  to  be  absolutely  entitled.  That  is  not  contested.  They 
were  also  entitled  to  have  the  control  of  the  property,  or  to  have 
the  property  handed  over  to  them  when  they  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years.  Does  he  mean  to  cut  them  down  in  this  way— 
that  they  are  not  to  have  the  control  of  the  property  whilst  they 
live  ?  K  that  is  the  meaning,  then  neither  of  the  sisters  might  have 
been  able  to  receive  a  penily  of  the  capital  whilst  they  lived ;  and 
one  of  the  sisters  is  now  at  the  age  of  forty-eight  years,  and  is  still 
unmarried,  and  she  must  marry  and  have  children  before  she  will 
be  entitled.  What  is  the  consequence  ?  According  to  this  con- 
struction neither  of  them  could  take  a  vested  interest  until  they 
had  a  child ;  and  if  both  were  unmarried  at  the  time  of  their  death 
the  event  would  have  happened,  and  it  would  go  over  to  the  sur- 
vivor. I  think  that  is  an  absurd  construction.  Whereas,  if  you 
read  it,  as  I  apprehend  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  read  it,  that, 
when  you  find  an  absolute  gift  at  a  particular  period,  and  then  a 
gift  over  in  the  event  of  death,  it  means  in  case  of  death  taking 

(1)  2  My.  &  K.  15. 
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place  before    that  period  at  which  the  property  is  to  become     v.-O.M. 
absolutely  Tested,  then  the  whole  will  is  intelligible.  1870 

I  mentioned  the  case  of  Hallifax  v.  Wilson  (1),  a  decision  of  Sir  Clabk 
W,  Grani,  which  has,  I  think,  an  important  application  to  this 
case.  There  property  was  given  by  will  to  a  person  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  nephews  and  nieces  attaining  twenty-one,  and  in  case 
of  the  death  of  any  of  them  before  their  share  became  payable, 
there  was  a  gift  over.  If  yon  adhere  to  the  words,  the  share 
could  not  become  payable  whilst  the  tenant  for  life  was  alive. 
Some  of  the  children  attained  twenty-one,  and  died  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  tenant  for  life.  It  was  there  argned  that  they  had  not 
absolute  interests,  because  it  was  to  go  over  if  they  died  before 
the  shares  became  payable.  They  had  not  become  payable,  and 
therefore  it  was  said  that  it  was  a  gift  over.  What  is  the  deci- 
sion ?  Payable  meant  vested.  Why  did  it  mean  vested  ?  Because 
of  the  strong  inclination  of  the  Court  to  decide  upon  that  broad 
principle  that  property  should  be  made  to  vest  as  early  as  possible 
in  order  that  it  may  be  enjoyed.  Therefore  "payable"  in  that 
case  meant  not  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  but  when 
the  interest  became  vested.  Consequently  the  child  who  had 
attained  twenty-one  transmitted  its  share  to  its  legal  personal 
representative. 

That  case  was  followed  by  a  decision  of  Sir  James  Parker  in 
Be  Yates'  Trusts  (2).  In  that  case  it  was  a  gift  to  the  parents  for 
life,  and  a  gift  over  to  the  children  at  twenty-one,  and  a  gift  over  in 
case  any  of  them  died  before  they  became  entitled  to  receive  their 
shares.  Now  they  could  not  be  entitled  to  receive  their  shares 
whilst  the  parents  were  alive,  because  the  parents  were  tenants 
for  life.  But  Sir  James  Parker  followed  HdlKfax  v.  WHson,  and 
said  that  becoming  entitled  to  deceive  their  shares  did  not  mean 
becoming  entitled  to  receive  in  possession,  but  having  it  vested, 
and  consequently  the  child  having  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  took  the  share.  The  question  arose  whether  the  share  could 
be  paid  with  the  consent  of  the  parents.  The  parents  con- 
sented, and  it  having  been  decided  that  the  child  took  a  vested 
interest,  it  was  taken  out  by  her.    Then  as  to  the  case  of  Home  v. 

CD  16  Yes.  168.  (2)  21  L.  J.  (Ch.)  281. 
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Y.-O.  M.  PiUans  (1 ).  It  seems  that  Mr.  Jarman  thought  that  Rcyme  y.  PtZZoiu 
1870  was  a  doubtful  case.  I  am  happy  to  find — indeed,  I  have  had  my 
Q^^i^  attention  called  to  it  before — that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  in  the 
case  of  Edwards  y.  EduHxrds  {2),  said  that  he  found  no  difficulty 
about  Home  y.  PiUans.  That  case  is  a  distinct  authority,  and  as 
sound  a  decision  as  was  ever  pronounced  by  any  Judge,  because  it 
proceeds  upon  the  broad  principle  of  giying  a  rational  inte^ 
pretation  to  words,  and  making  property  ayailable  as  early  as 
possible.  Now  what  is  the  case  ?  The  two  legatees  were  under 
age.  The  testator  giyes  property  to  them,  to  be  transferred  to 
them,  in  terms  giying  an  absolute  interest  at  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years.  Then  he  says  that,  in  case  of  death,  the  property  so  giyen  is 
to  go  to  their  children.  The  question  was,  whether  it  meant  when- 
eyer  they  died  at  any  age,  or  under  that  age  at  which  they  took  yested 
interests.  Sir  John  Leach  decided  that  the  legatees  were  tenants  for 
life,  and  that  the  property  was  to  go  oyer  wheneyer  they  died.  But 
Lord  Brougham,  in  my  opinion,  put  a  rational  construction  upon 
the  words.  He  held  that  the  gift  oyer  in  the  case  of  death  meant 
in  case  they  died  before  the  period  at  which  the  property  was  to 
be  absolutely  theirs,  namely,  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

Mr.  Ccle  said  that  the  case  of  Monieiih  y.  Nicholson  (3)  is  a  decision 
in  his  fayour ;  but  he  entirely  failed  to  conyey  to  my  mind  any 
reason  why  it  is  so.  1  take  it  to  be  as  clear  a  decision  against 
him  as  could  be,  because  upon  the  whole  will  it  comes  to  this: 
The  testator  giyes  his  property  to  seyeral  persons  absolutely,  to  be 
paid  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  The  interest  is  to  yest  at 
twenty-one,  and  the  will  concludes  with  this  declaration :  "  I  de- 
clare it  to  be  my  will,  that  none  of  the  legatees  under  this  my 
will  shall  be  entitled  to  any  bequest  until  they  seyerally  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years."  The  result^  therefore,  is  a  bequest 
of  all  the  property  to  all  his  brothers  and  sisters;  buty  taking 
the  latter  clause  with  it,  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  then 
there  is  a  gift  oyer.  If  they  die  it  is  giyen  oyer  to  their  children. 
The  Master  of  the  BoUs  said :  ^'  Taking  all  the  clauses  together," 
(which  is  what  I  do  here)  '^  I  think  that  the  effect  is  to  giye  an 
absolute  yested  interest  to  each  legatee  on  attaining  the  age  of 

(1)  2  My.  &  K.  16.  (2)  15  Beav.  857. 

(3)  2  Keen,  719. 
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twenty-one  years,  and  that  the  limitation  oyer  is  to  take  effect     V.-O.  M. 
only  in  the  event  of  the  legatee  dying  under  the  age  of  twenty-        1870 
one  years  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  or  afterwards."  Clabk 

Now,  therefore,  npon  the  same  principle,  taking  the  whole  of 
this  will  together — finding,  as  I  do,  in  language  so  distinct,  first, 
that  the  sisters  are  to  take  absolutely,  and  secondly,  that  they  are  to 
haye  the  control  at  the  age  of  twenty-fiye  years,  and  particularly 
as  to  this  Plaintifi^,  who  was  to  haye  her  share  held  until  she 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-fiye  years,  and  at  the  end  of  that 
period  the  trustee  was  to  haye  no  more  to  do  with  it — I  think  f 
•cannot  haye  a  plainer  indication  of  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
that  this  gift  oyer  does  not  mean  a  gift  oyer  to  take  effect  when- 
eyer  the  death  takes  place,  but  only  in  the  eyent  of  its  taking 
place  before  that  period  at  which  the  interest  was  to  be  absolute, 
namely,  at  the  age  of  twenty-fiye  years.  The  consequence  of  that 
is,  that  the  lady  haying  attained  the  age  of  twenty-fiye  years  is  ab- 
solutely entitled,  as  she  asks  by  her  bill,  to  haye  her  moiety  of  the 
residue  transferred  to  her.  Mr.  Cole  said  that,  as  the  testator  puts 
it,  it  applies  to  each  of  the  sisters.  ''  In  case  of  the  death  of  either 
of  my  sisters  Sarah  or  Ann  Clark  before  me,  or  before  marrying 
and  haying  children  of  their  own,  the  whole  of  the  property  I  may 
die  possessed  of,  either  in  money  or  goods,  to  go  to  the  suryiyor." 
No  doubt  the  clause  is  a  little  too  extensiye.  It  is  made  to  apply 
in  terms  to  two  when  it  is  intended  to  extend  to  one ;  but  it  does 
not  in  the  slightest  degree  alter  the  effect. 

With  regard  to  the  case  of  Bowers  y.  Bowers  (1),  in  a  similar 
case  it  will  be  my  duty,  howeyer  reluctant  I  may  be  to  do  so,  to 
bow  to  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

This  is  a  case  totally  different.  In  that  case  there  was  a  gift  to 
the  children,  and  the  decision  of  Lord  Justice  Giffa/rd  certainly 
depends  upon  the  fact  of  there  being  a  gift  to  children.  If  there 
had  not  been  a  gift  to  the  children  at  aU,  he  would,  as  I  under- 
stand, haye  come  to  the  same  decision  as  I  did.  In  this  case 
there  is  no  gift  to  the  children.  Whatever  construction  is  put 
upon  this  will  the  children  can  never  take  anything.  It  is  a  gift 
over  in  a  limited  event,  and  in  a  limited  event  only,  and  that 
limited  event  is  the  death  of  the  legatees  before  that  period^'at 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  283 ;  Ibid.  5  Oh.  244. 
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T.-0.  M.     which  their  interests  were  to  be  absolute,  and  they  were  to  haye 
1870       the  control,  and  to  receiye  the  money,  and  do  as  they  thought  fit 
Clark      with  it.    Therefore  the  gift  over  has  now  become  impossible. 

HmrfiT.  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^  P^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  fund,  and  the  remainder  will 
be  transferred  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Dumford  d  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Mr.  /.  B.  Marsden  ;  Messrs.'jS|py^ 
d  San. 
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v.^.  M.  PEICHAED  V.  PRICHARD. 

WiU — Words — Prmeipal  Moneys — Personal  Property  included. 

A  testator  directed  the  income  arising  from  bis  principal  money  to  be 
paid  to  his  wife,  while  unmarried,  for  the  support  of  herself  and  the  educatsoa 
of  his  children,  and  at  her  death  or  marriage  to  he  divided  among  them. 
The  testator  had  but  little  money,  strictly  so  called,  but  he  had  laige  personal 
property,  and  some  freehold  property : — 

Held,  that  the  whole  of  the  personal  property  passed,  including  leaseholds; 
but  not  the  freehold  property. 

ChABLES  henry  PBICEABD,  formerly  a  merohant  at 
Bristol  made  his  wiU,  dated  the  27th  of  June,  1861,  in  the  follow- 
ing terms ;  *^  I  appoint  Thomas  Henry  Priehard  to  be  my  executor, 
and  I  declare  that  the  income  arising  from  my  principal  money 
shall  be  paid  to  my  wife,  while  unmarried,  for  the  support  of  her- 
self and  the  education  of  my  children ;  and  at  her  death,  or  on  her 
marriage,  to  be  divided  among  them.  And  I  desire  that  my  sisters 
Charlotte  and  Jeannette,  who  have  so  long  had  the  charge  of  mj 
mother,  and  have  so  well  learned  how  to  secure  her  comforts,  should 
still  contmue  to  have  care  of  her.  As  witness  my  hand,  &c"  The 
testator  died  on  the  20th  of  December,  1869,  leaving  his  wife  and 
six  children  surviving,  all  of  whom  were  under  age.  The  propeTty 
of  the  testator  consisted  of  two  freehold  houses  and  a  freehold 
rent-charge ;  of  a  considerable  amount  of  personal  property,  in- 
cluding £36,657,  the  value  of  his  share  in  a  partnership ;  £3860, 
the  value  of  his  share  in  a  second  partnership ;  household  fumitore, 
valued  at  £2976 ;  cash  at  his  bankers,  £239 ;  shares  in  specnlatiosa 
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«iid  debts  owing  to  him^  about  £405 ;  and  a  leasehold  house  in     V.^.  M. 
Bristol,  valued  at  £268.     His  debts  to  creditors  holding  mortgages        1870 
on  his  freehold  property  amounted  to  £6818,  and  his  debts  to    pbichard 
unsecured  creditors  amounted  to  about  dSSOO.  Pbictard. 

The  question  raised  by  the  bill  was,  whether  or  not  the  real  and        

personal  estate,  or  some,  and  what  parts  thereof  respectively,  were, 
upon  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  to  be  deemed  and  taken  to 
be  included  in  the  words  ^'  principal  money  "  in  the  will  contained. 

Mr.  Inee,  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Olassej  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bird,  for  the  widow  of  the  testator, 
claiming  a  share  of  the  capital  as  undisposed  of : — 

We  contend  that  nothing  passed  under  the  words  of  this  will 
but  what  comes  strictly  within  the  definition  of  money,  such  as 
money  in  the  testator^s  house  and  money  at  his  bankers.  In 
Shdmer^s  Case,  cited  in  Jarman  on  Wills  (1),  it  was  held  that,  if 
the  word  "  money  "  be  used  without  any  explanatory  context,  it 
will  be  considered  in  its  strict  sense.  It  is  only  where  an  intention 
is  shewn  to  make  a  disposition  of  all  the  property,  and  that  inten- 
tion can  only  be  effected  by  adopting  an  enlarged  interpretation, 
that  anything  further  will  pass.  This  was  distinctly  laid  down  in 
Lowe  V.  Ttumias  (2),  where  Lord  Justice  Knighi  Bruce  said  there 
was  a  total  absence  of  context  to  shew  that  the  testatrix  used  the 
word  '^  money "  otherwise  than  in  its  correct  and  proper  sense, 
which  was  not  property  generally,  but  a  particular  species  of  pro- 
perty ;  and  he  decided  that  stock  in  the  funds,  and  other  stock, 
was  not  included  in  the  bequest  of  ^'  the  whole  money." 

In  Moflming  v.  Purcdl  (3)  the  words,  "  all  my  moneys,"  were 
held  to  include  only  a  balance  at  the  bankers  and  money  in  the 
hands  of  a  stakeholder  to  await  the  decision  of  a  bet.  In  that  case 
there  was  a  residuary  clause,  but  there  was  none  in  Lowe  v.  Thomas. 
This  case  comes  in  every  respect  within  the  latter  case. 

Mr.  Cole,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Sargant,  for  the  younger  children  of  the 
testator. 

(1)  3rd  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  730.  (2)  5  D.  M.  &  G.  315. 

(3)  2  Sm.  &  Giff;  284 ;  7  D.  M.  &  G.  55. 
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V.-O.  M.         Mr.  W.  Cooper,  for  the  heir-at-law. 

1870 

pbichabd    Sir  B.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

Pbzohabd.  The  object  must  be  to  asoertain  the  intention  of  the  testator. 
"""  The  word  "money"  will,  in  many  instances,  mean  that  money 
which  a  testator  has  in  his  house,  or  at  his  bankers  at  call ;  and 
if  a  man  gives  his  ready  money,  or  money  as  distinguished  from 
other  property,  the  Court  will  see  what  was  intended  to  pass,. 
as  in  Manninff  y.  PwceU  (1).  So  in  this  case^  if  the  testator,  after 
the  gifts  of  money^  had  added  a  residuary  clause,  I  should  have 
said,  What  portion  of  his  property  did  he  mean  when  he  used  the 
term  "  money  ?"  but  he  makes  one  universal  gift,  without  distinction, 
and  he  must  either  have  intended  to  die  intestate  or  he  intended 
by  the  word  "money"  to  describe  all  his  property.  Now,  it 
appears  that  he  had  but  little  money,  strictly  so  called,  though  he 
had  about  £40,000  worth  of  personal  property;  he  had  a  wife 
and  six  children,  and  he  makes  one  universal  disposition  of 
the  income  arising  .from  his  principal  moneys,  to  be  paid  to 
his  wife,  while  unmarried,  for  the  support  of  herself  and  tbe 
education  of  his  children,  and  at  her  death  or  on  her  marriage 
to  be  divided  among  them.  He  therefore  intends  to  bequeath 
capital  sufficient  to  provide  an  income  capable  of  supporting 
his  wife  and  educating  his  children,  which  could  not  be  done 
out  of  the  property  falling  within  the  strict  meaning  of  money. 
If  he  had  said  tbe  income  from  all  his  property  or  his  estate, 
there  would  have  been  no  difficulty;  and  in  using  the  words 
"  principal  money  "  I  think  he  intended  to  signify  all  his  capital ; 
that  is,  he  meant  a  universal  disposition  of  all  his  money's  worth. 
Consequently,  I  am  of  opinion  that  all  his  personal  property  of 
every  description  passed  under  this  bequest,  so  that  the  income 
should  be  received  by  his  wife  for  her  support  and  for  the  educa- 
tion of  his  iufSetnt  children,  and  after  her  death  the  capital  to  go  to 
the  children. 

This  view  of  the  case  will,  I  think,  be  found  to  agree  with  the 
cases  which  have  already  been  decided.  The  only  case  which 
seems  to  be  against  it  is  that  of  Lowe  v.  Thomas  (2),  which  is  in 

(1)  2  Sm.  &  Giff.  284 ;  7  D.  M.  &  G.  55.  (2)  5  D.  M.  &  G.  315. 
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some  respects  ia  fayoiir  of  Mr.  Qhne*8  contention.    The  words     Y.-O.  H. 
there  were :  ^  To  my  brother,  /.  Thomas,  the  whole  of  my  money        1870 
for  his  life,  at  his  death  to  be  divided  between  my  two  nieoes  ;**  and    fkiohabd 
the  longest  liver  of  the  two  nieces  was  to  become  the  possessor  of    -j^j^^j^ 

the  whole  money.    The  Court  certainly  there  held  that  "money  "       

was  to  be  read  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word.  I  cannot  say  that  I 
understand  upon  what  grounds  the  decision  was  based ;  and  if  the 
case  had  been  argued  before  me  I  should  certainly  have  come  to 
a  different  conclusion.  There,  however,  the  gift  was  of  the  whole 
of  the  money  for  life,  and  the  capital  to  be  divided  afterwards 
between  the  nieces.  Here  it  is  a  gift  of  the  income  arising  from 
the  principal  money,  to  be  applied  for  a  particular  purpose,  which 
oould  only  be  satisfied  by  the  whole  property  being  included.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  all  the  testator's  property  passed  under  this 
danse,  but  not  the  real  estate.  The  words  cannot  be  extended  to 
the  reftl  estate,  because  there  is  at  all  times  great  favour  shewn 
by  the  Court  to  an  heir-at-law,  and  nothing  but  express  words  will 
take  away  the  inheritance  from  the  heir ;  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
I  think  that  the  leaseholds,  which  appear  to  amount  in  value  to 
about  £268,  will  pass  with  the  rest  of  the  personal  estate. 

In  this  decision  I  agree  with  the  case  of  Dawson  v.  Oaskoin  (1), 
before  Lord  Langdale,  where  it  was  held  that  by  the  words  "  what- 
ever remains  of  money"  the  testatrix  referred  to  her  general 
residuary  personal  estate.  That  decision  appears  to  me  to  be 
founded  on  good  sense. 

Solicitors  for  all  Parties :  Messrs.  ClarJcCy  Woodeoeh,  &  Byland. 

(1)  2  Keen,  14. 
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V.-C.M.  In  re  LEWES'  TEUSTS. 

y^  Win — Presumptian  of  Death — Burden  of  Proof— Residuary  Legatee — Affirmatwe 

Dec.  9.  Pro<f  qf  TiUe-^B^^Mresentative  of  Person  not  heard  of  for  Seven  Years, 

Where  a  person,  who  is  presumed  to  be  dead  from  not  having  been  heard 
of  for  seven  years,  is  a  legatee  under  the  will  of  a  person  dying  within  seven 
years  after  his  disappearance,  the  burden  is  upon  his  representative,  as  against 
the  residuary  legatee  under  the  will,  to  prove  that  he  survived  the  testator; 
and  in  the  absence  of  proof  the  legacy  lapses. 

In  re  Phen£''s  Trusts  (1)  followed, 

John  LEWES,  by  Us  will,  dated  the  17th  of  December,  1858, 
gltve  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell  and 
convert^  and  to  pay  to  each  of  his  two  sons,  Thomas  Lewes  and  Triee 
Lewes,  and  each  of  his  two  daughters,  legacies  of  £4000  a-pieoe; 
and  by  a  codicil  gave  a  further  legacy  of  £250  a-piece  to  his  son 
Thomas  and  each  of  his  daughters. 

The  testator  died  on  the  20th  of  February,  1860. 

Thomas  Lewes,  the  son,  sailed  from  England  for  Australia  some 
time  in  the  year  1858,  as  midshipman  and  third  ofScer  on  board  a 
merchant-ship  called  the  Sussex,  and  arrived  at  Port  PhiUip  at 
the  end  of  that  year  or  the  beginning  of  1859.  Immediately  on 
his  arrival  he  left  the  ship,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  captain,  in 
company  with  a  second-class  passenger,  who  had  been  formerly  a 
gold-digger,  and  intended  to  resume  that  occupation,  and  went  to 
Sydnejf,  in  New  South  Wales,  from  which  place  he  wrote  the  follow- 
ing letter  to  a  cousin  of  his,  Thomas  Yaughan,  living  at  Bromdhr, 

in  Queensland : — 

'<  White  Horse  Hotel,  Sydney, 

"  Jan.  3rd,  1859. 

**  My  dear  John, — ^I  have  left  the  ship  I  belonged  to,  and  came 

over  here  two  days  ago.  It  will  not  do  for  me  to  stay  in  this  town, 

as  there  is  nothing  to  be  done  here  at  all*    If  you  put  me  in  the 

way  of  doing  anything,  I  should  take  it  as  a  great  piece  of  kindness 

on  your  part    I  could  very  soon  find  my  way  across  to  you.    You 

can  pretty  well  guess  what  I  can  do ;  in  £Etct^  I  have  no  doubt  better 

than  I  could  tell  you  by  letter.    I  should  be  much  obliged  to  you 

(1)  Law  Bep.  5  Gh.  139. 
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if  yon  could  write  to  me  an  answer  soon,  as  of  course  my  purse  is     V.-O.  ai 
not  too  long.    They  sent  me  a  letter  from  Lloingeodmorey  which  I       1870 
forward  with  this.    They  were  all  very  well  when  I  saw  them  last^       j^  re 
which  was  about  a  week  before  I  left  the  country.    Uncle  had      j^J^ 
been  ill  just  before,  but  he  hsA  quite  recovered ;'  in  fact,  the  last       — 
place  I  saw  him  was  at  an  archery  meeting  at  (JastU  Malguin,  My 
brother  John  is  going  to  be  married  soon,  I  believe ;  at  least  they 
were  talking  about  it  before  I  left. 

^^  The  captain  of  my  ship  and  I  had  a  row ;  that  was  one  reason 
why  I  left^  but  I  did  not  run  away,  as  I  had  his  leave,  and  took 
my  clothes  with  me.  Hoping  soon  to  be  with  you,  believe  me  to  be 

**  Your  affectionate  cousiu, 

''  Thomas  Lewes. 

'^I  am  staying  at  the  White  Horse  Ta/vern,  Oeorge  Street^ 
Sydney:* 

John  Vaughan  was  from  home  at  the  time  the  letter  arrived, 
and  did  not  receive  it  till  a  month  after  its  date.  On  receiving  it, 
however,  he  went  at  once  to  Sydnetfy  but  was  unable  to  find  Thomas 
Lewes,  or  hear  anything  about  him.  John  Vaughan  left  Australia 
for  England  in  March,  1859,  but  before  doing  so  left  word  with  all 
his  friends  to  look  out  and  make  inquiries  for  Thomas  Lewes, 

Every  possible  inquiry  was  made,  and  every  means  of  communi- 
cation was  made  use  of  for  a  period  extending  over  several  years ; 
bnt,  though  Thomas  Lewes  was  on  good  terms  with  all  his  family, 
he  was  never  heard  of  again,  and  could  not  be  in  any  way  traced ; 
and  it  was  admitted  on  both  sides  that  no  further  means  could  be 
adopted  for  tracing  him. 

On  the  23rd  of  February,  1861,  the  legacies  of  £1000  and  £250 
bequeathed  to  Thomas  Lewes  were  paid  into  Court,  where  they 
had  since  accumulated. 

The  residuary  legatee  of  the  testator  now  petitioned  for  pay- 
ment of  the  legacy  to  himself,  on  the  ground  that  Thomas  Lewes 
must  be  now  presumed  to  be  dead,  and  as  he  could  not  be  presumed 
to  have  survived  his  father,  the  testator,  the  legacy  must  be  taken 
to  have  lapsed. 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  Petitioner: — 

The  case  is  completely  covered  by  authority.     It  cannot  be 
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V.-0.  M.  distinguished  from  In  re  Phenfa  Trusts  (1).     When  once  the  pre- 

1870  smnption  of  death  has  arisen,  the  burden  of  proof  is  thrown  upon 

jn  re  those  who  dosiro  to  establish  that  the  person  presumed  to  be  dead 

^  was  alive  at  a  particular  period, 

Mr.  Eardf/f  Q-C,  and  Mr,  Bevir^  for  the  persons  who  would  be 
the  next  of  kin  of  Thomas  Lewes  if  he  had  died  unmarried : — 

In  We  PhenSs  Trusts  decided  nothing  new,  and  did  not  over- 
rule the  general  principles  on  which  the  previous  decisions  had 
been  based.  The  only  presumption  of  law  is,  that  a  person  who 
has  not  been  heard  of  for  seven  years  is  dead ;  there  is  no  pre- 
sumption of  law  as  to  the  time  of  death.  Thomas  v.  Thomas  (2) 
decided  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  those  to  whose  title  it 
was  essential  that  death  should  have  taken  place  before  a  particular 
period ;  and  it  was  so  far  only  overruled  by  In  re  Phenfs  Trwh, 
that  the  burden  is  thrown  upon  those  who  desire  to  make  out  an 
a£Srmative  title.  Dunn  v.  Snowden  (3)  is  also  consistent  with  this 
view.  As  regards  In  re  Benham^s  Trusts  (4),  the  only  words  dis- 
sented from  were,  '^  and  you  must  also  presume  that  he  was  alive 
during  that  time."  The  presumption  itseK  depends  upon  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  the  period  of  seven  years  not  being  uni- 
versal :  Watson  v.  King  (5) ;  Bowden  v.  Henderson  (6) ;  Doe  v. 
Nepean  (7).  In  In  re  Beasnetfs  Trusts  (8)  there  was  evidence  from 
which  death  might  be  inferred.  Here  the  residuary  legatee  has  to 
prove  hi^  title.  The  residue  is  just  as  much  a  gift  to  him  as  the 
legacy  is  to  Thom^as  Lewes.  This  is  not  the  case  of  bringing  the 
legatee  within  a  class :  the  residuary  legatee  can  only  take  the 
legacy  on  proving  the  non-existence  of  the  specific  legatee.  A  case 
of  next  of  kin  is  always  stronger  than  that  of  a  claimant  under  a 
will:  In  re  Oreens  Settlement  (9);  Underwood  v.  Wing  (10); 
Dowley  v.  Winfidd  (11). 

[They  also  referred  to  Lambe  v.  Orton  (12).] 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  139.  (7)  5  B.  &  Ad.  86 ;  2  M.  &  W.  894. 

(2)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  298.  (8)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  498. 

(3)  Ibid.  201.  (9)  Ibid.  1  Eq.  288. 

'    (4)  LawR€p.4Eq.  416 ;  Ibld.6Ch.        (10)  4  D.  M.  &  G.  633;  8  H.  L.  a 

141,  n.  183. 

(5)  1  Stork.  121.  (11)  14  Sim.  277. 

(6)  2  Sm.  A  Giff.  360.  (12)  6  Jur.  (N.S.)  61 5  8  W.  R.  lH 
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Sir  R.  Malins,  V.C,  after  shortly   stating  the  facts,   con-     V.-O.M. 
tinned : —  1870 


Thomas  Lewes  is  last  heard  of  thirteen  months  before  the  death  in  re 
of  his  father ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  burden  is  upon  the  Tbusts. 
residuary  legatee  to  prove  that  he  pre-deceased  his  father,  or  upon 
the  next  of  kin  to  prove  the  survivorship.  If  the  burden  is 
thrown  upon  the  residuary  legatee,  it  is  clear  that  he  cannot  dis- 
chai^  it,  for  there  is  no  proof  of  death  before  the  20th  of  February, 
1860,  and  there  is  no  presumption  of  death  before  that  time.  The 
presumption  of  law  is  in  favour  of  the  continuance  of  life,  and 
there  is  no  presumption  of  death  till  the  expiration  of  seven  years 
after  the  period  at  which  the  person  was  last  heard  of.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  next  of  kin  are  equally  incapable  of  discharging 
the  burden  of  proof,  if  it  rests  upon  them.  The  view  I  have  taken 
of  the  question,  following  the  decision  of  my  distinguished  prede- 
cessor. Sir  Bickard  Kindersletf,  who  on  three  different  occasions 
eame  to  the  same  conclusion,  was  that,  under  such  circumstances, 
there  is  a  presumption  of  continuance  of  life  until  death  is  shewn  to 
have  taken  place ;  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  until  the  rule  of  law 
applies  by  which  it  must  be  presumed  to  have  taken  place.  If 
that  had  been  the  case,  this  young  man  would  have  been  presumed 
to  have  died  in  1866,  and  consequently  to  have  survived  his  father, 
and  his  legal  personal  representative  would  take  the  legacy.  I  also 
thought  that  this  view  was  sust^ained  in  Doe  v.  Nepean  (1),  and  a 
long  course  of  authority,  which  decided  that,  though  there  is  a 
presumption  of  death  at  the  end  of  seven  years,  there  is  no  pre- 
sumption of  the  precise  period  at  which  it  took  place.  I  think 
very  great  inconvenience  will  arise  if  that  rule  is  not  to  be  acted 
upon.  I  put  a  case  during  the  argument,  which  brings  that  out 
very  strongly.  A  man  in  a  foreign  land  writes  to  a  near  relative 
on  Christmas  Day,  1859  :  ^^  I  am  going  on  a  voyage,  and  it  may  be 
a  long  voyage ;"  and  he  is  never  heard  of  again.  The  person  to 
whom  the  letter  is  addressed  makes  his  will,  and  dies  that  day 
week,  the  1st  of  January,  1860,  leaving  him  the  bulk  of  his  pro- 
perty. If  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  those  claiming  under  the 
missing  man,  the  gift  must  fail,  for  it  would  be  impossible  to  prove 

(1)  5  B.  d^  AdL  86;  2  M.  &  W.  894. 
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V,-C.  M.     whether  a  vessel  starting  on  a  six  weeks'  voyage  foundered  on  the 

1870        first  or  the  last  day  of  that  period. 

j^  If  the  case  rested  on  the  decisions  of  Sir  Biehard  Kinderdey  and 

myself,  I  should  have  treated  the  point  as  perfectly  settled,  but 
upon  a  similar  point  coming  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  James,  in 
In  re  Phenis  Tnisls  (1),  he  made  an  order  in  conformity  with  the 
decision  of  Sir  Biehard  Kinderdey  and  myself;  but  expressed  his 
dissent  firom  that  view,  and  postponed  the  drawing  up  of  the  order 
to  allow  of  an  appeal,  and  the  case  accordingly  went  before  the 
Lord  Justice  Oiffard.  I  think  that  scientific  accuracy  is  with  his 
decision,  but  that  convenience  is  with  the  decisions  of  Sir  Biehard 
Kinderdey  and  myself,  as  is  shewn  by  the  present  ease.  Young 
men  in  distant  countries  often  become  idle  as  regards  letter- 
writing;  and  this  young  man  might  have  Uved  for  two  years  and 
not  have  written,  and  then  died  in  the  third  year.  I  confess  I 
thought  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  Mr.  Olasse's  side,  but  I  take  it 
to  ,be  perfectly  clear  that  that  is  contrary  to  In  re  Pheni's  Trusts 
I  invited  Mr.  Hardy  to  accept  my  decision,  and  to  take  the  case 
to  the  superior  Court.  I  think  it  is  a  case  worth  taking  to  the 
House  of  Lords ;  for,  even  if  it  went  before  the  full  Court  of 
Appeal,  the  Court  would  include  one  Judge,  Lord  Justice  James, 
who  has  already  given  an  opinion  on  the  question ;  but  in  the 
House  of  Lords  the  rule  on  the  subject  might  be  settled.  Mr. 
Hardy  has  pressed  upon  me  that  In  re  Phenffs  Truds  is  not  con- 
trary to  the  decisions  of  Sir  Biehard  Kinderdey  and  myself  but  I 
am  of  the  contrary  opinion.  In  In  re  Phenis  Trusts  the  testator 
left  his  property  to  his  nephews  and  nieces,  one  of  whom  was 
Nicholas  PhenS  Mm.  The  testator  died  in  1861.  Nicholas  Pheni 
MiU  was  shewn  to  have  been  alive  within  a  year  and  a  half  of  the 
testator's  death,  and  if  he  survived  the  testator  he  came  within  the 
class,  and  took  a  share  of  the  property.  If  the  presumption  was  in 
favour  of  the  continuance  of  life  till  death  was  shewn,  or  the  irre- 
sistible presumption  of  law  arose,  which  it  may  be  remarked  is  a 
statutory  presumption,  being  recognised  by  Parliament  in  many 
cases,  as,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  the  law  of  bigamy,  his  pe^ 
sonal  representative  took  a  share  in  the  property,  in  accordance 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  139. 


VOL.  XL]  EQUITY  OASES.  24 1 

with  the  decisions  of  Sir  Biehard  Kinderdey  and  myself.  But  Lord      v.<J.  M. 
Justice  CUffard  came  to  a  totally  different  condusion,  and  there        1870 
are  only  two  or  three  passages  to  which  I  need  refer  to  shew  how       j^ 
distinctly  he  came  to  that  conclusion.     He  says  (1) :    "It  is  a      ,p"^*®' 

general,  well-founded  rule  that  a  person  seeking  to  recover  property        

must  establish  his  title  by  affirmative  proof."  In  the  present  case 
Mr.  Hardy  claims  the  property  as  a  legatee.  A  legatee  cannot 
take  unless  he  survives  the  testator,  and,  consequently,  he  must 
establish  his  title  by  affirmative  proof.  Then  he  says  (2)  :  "  The 
true  proposition  is,  that  those  who  found  a  right  upon  a  pei'son 
having  survived  a  particular  period  must  establish  that  fact 
affirmatively  by  evidence :  the  evidence  will  necessarily  differ  in 
different  cases,  but  sufficient  evidence  there  must  be,  or  the  person 
asserting  title  will  fail."  And,  further  on,  in  the  same  page: 
^^  For  these  reasons,  and  upon  a  review  of  the  authorities,  and  the 
judgments  on  which  they  rest,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
presumption  of  law  as  to  the  particular  period  at  which  Nicholas 
Pheni  MiU  died,  that  it  is  a  matter  of  fact  to  be  proved  by  evi- 
dence, and  that  the  onus  of  proof  rests  on  his  representative."  He 
comes,  therefore,  to  the  conclusion  that,  although  Nicholas  Phene 
MiU  had  been  heard  of  as  nearly  as  possible  within  the  same  period 
from  the  death  of  the  testator  as  this  legatee  has  been  heard  of,  as 
there  was  no  proof  that  he  survived  the  testator,  he  or  those  claim- 
ing under  him  did  not  take  a  share  in  the  fund.  How  that  case 
is  precisely  the  case  before  me,  and  I  am  bound  by  that  decision. 
If  I  were  at  liberty  to  exercise  my  own  judgment,  I  should  follow 
my  own  decision  in  In  re  Benham*s  Trusts  (3),  which,  though  not  so 
strictly  accurate  in  its  principles,  would,  I  am  satisfied,  work  more 
justice  than  the  rule  in  In  re  PhenSs  Trusts  (4).  Take  the  case 
of  persons  who  sailed  in  the  City  of  Boston,  which  was  lost  no 
one  knows  when.  Bights  to  property  may  come  in  question  as 
regards  some  of  them,  because  continuance  of  life  cannot  be 
presumed  till  the  presumption  of  death  arises.  I  may  even  be 
doing  the  greatest  injustice  in  this  case,  but  I  must  hold  that 
the  legacy  was  never  taken  out  of  the  residue;  and  that,  con- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Oh.  15L  (3)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  416 ;  Ibid.  5  Oh. 

(2)  Ibid.  152.  141,  n. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  139. 
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Y.-0.  M.  sequently^  the  residuary  legatee  is  entitled.     The  costs  of  all 

1870  parties  will  be  paid  out  of  the  fund,  and  the  residue  paid  to  the 

jfi  re  residuaiy  legatee. 


Tbusts. 


Solicitors :  Messrs.  0.  L.  P.  Eyre  &  Co. ;  Messrs.  Peacock  & 
Ooddard. 


v.^.  Bi.  In  re  DISDERI  &  CO, 

y^y^  Company — Directors — Qualificatum — Paid-up  Shares — Agreement  uritk 

Dee,  12.  Promoter  to  evade  Liability, 

A  company  was  formed  to  carry  on  the  business  of  D,  The  shares  were 
of  £10  each,  and  were  to  he  paid  up  in  full  on  acceptance.  The  qualificstioa 
of  the  directors  was  twenty-five  shares,  and  the  directors  were  empowered  to 
purchase  the  business  for  £170,000  in  shares.  At  D\  request  eight  persons 
agreed  to  become  directors  on  having  their  qualification  found.  They  were  ap- 
pointed directors,  and  their  names  were  entered  on  the  register  for  twenty-five 
shares  each.  They  then  passed  a  resolution  to  buy  the  business  for  £168,000 
in  shares  and  £2000  in  cash,  and  eight  cheques  were  drawn  on  behalf  of 
D,  for  £250  each,  and  one  of  them  handed  to  each  of  the  directors,  wbo 
indorsed  them,  and  handed  them  to  the  secretary,  by  whom  they  were  passed 
on  to  D,  The  shares  were  then  entered  as  fully  paid  up,  and  a  receipt  for 
£2000  was  given  by  Z>.,  and  entered  on  the  books  of  the  company : — 

Held,  that  it  was  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  contract  to  purchase  the 
business  that  the  directors  should  be  previously  qualified ;  that  what  had 
occurred  subsequently  did  not  amount  to  payment ;  and  that^  consequently, 
the  directors  were  properly  on  the  list  of  contributories  for  unpaid  shares. 

XHIS  was  an  adjourned  summons  to  strike  off  the  list  of  con- 
tributories of  Disderi  &  Co,,  Ltmtied,  the  names  of  fiye  gentlemen 
who  had  been  placed  thereon  for  the  number  of  shares  required 
for  their  qualification  as  directors. 

The  company  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  taking  over  and 
carrying  on  the  photographic  business  of  M.  Andre  Addjphe  Euyene 
Disderi,  which  was  carried  on  simultaneously  in  many  of  the 
capitals  of  Europe. 

The  memorandum  and  articles  of  association  were  dated  the 
18th  of  May,  1867.  The  memorandam  was  signed  by  seven  persons 
for  one  share  each.  The  capital  of  the  company  was  £200,000, 
divided  into  20,000  shares  of  £10  each. 
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The  articles  of  association  contained  the  following  clauses : —  V.-G.  M. 

^^  4.  No  person  shall  be  deemed  to  have  accepted  any  share  in        1S70 
the  company  unless  he  shall  have  applied  for  and  accepted  the       ^^ 
same  by  ^ting  under  his  hand,  and  paid  thereon  the  sum  of  £10,  ^^^'"  ^  ^^• 
whereupon  all  further  liability  with  respect  to  the  same  will 
absolutely  cease." 

^  38.  The  subscribers  to  the  memorandum  of  association  shall 
appoint  the  first  directors,  who  shall  have  power,  previously  to  the 
first  ordinary  general  meeting  of  the  company,  to  appoint  seven 
other  directors  to  act  in  conjunction  with  themselves.  Such  new 
directors  shall  have  all  the  same  powers  and  indemnities  as  if  they 
had  been  originally  named  and  appointed  in  and  by  these  articles. 

"  39.  The  directors  may  purchase,  on  the  part  of  the  company, 
the  photographic  establishments  and  the  goodwill  in  the  business 
of  M.  Andri  Adoljhe  Eugene  Dtsderi  as  set  forth  in  the  memoran- 
dum of  association,  and  may  pay  for  the  same  £170,000  in  17,000 
fully  paid-up  shares  of  the  company,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
these  articles  of  association. 

^  40.  Every  director  shall,  at  the  time  of  his  appointment^  and 
thenceforth  during  his  continuance  in  office,  hold,  at  the  least, 
twenty-five  shares  of  the  company,  representing  £250  of  capital  in 
his  own  right ;  and  if  any  director  shall  at  any  time  cease  to  hold 
in  his  own  right  the  amount  of  capital  requisite  for  his  qualifica- 
tion,  his  office  shall  thereupon  immediately  become  vacant" 

Some  time  after  the  registration  of  the  company  the  five  appli- 
cants were  requested  to  become  directors  of  the  company  in 
conjunction  with  three  French  gentlemen,  and  they  agreed  to  do 
so  on  condition  of  having  their  qualification  found  for  them,  and 
not  being  required  to  embark  any  capital  in  the  concern;  and 
it  was  arranged  that  their  qualificMion  should  be  provided  by 
M.  Disderi  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  purchase  of  his  business. 

They  were  accordingly  appointed  directors,  and  acted  as  such  at 
a  board  meeting  of  the  company  on  the  22nd  of  June,  1867,  one 
of  them,  Mr.  Joedyn,  taking  the  chair.  On  that  occasion  they 
were  each  entered  on  the  register  for  the  twenty-five  shares  which 
were  required  for  their  qualification  as  directors.  On  the  25th  of 
June,  1867,  another  meeting  of  the  directors  took  place,  at  which, 
according  to  their  statement,  they  proceeded  to  consider  the  con- 
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Y.-0.  M.     tract  to  pnrchase  the  business,  and  eventually  passed  a  resolution 

1870       to  purchase  it  for  £2000  in  cash  and  £168,000  in  fully  paid-ap 

j^  f.^       shares.    Thereupon  eight  cheques  for  £250  each  were  drawn  upon 

Di8Dm& Ck>.  the  Union  Bank  by  a  Mr.  Leonard,  acting  for  M.  Disckri  under  a 

power  of  attorney,  each  cheque  being  made  payable  to  the  order 

of  one  of  the  directors.    The  cheques  were  severally  indorsed  by 

the  directors,  and  handed  to  the  secretary  of  the  company  as  the 

payment  in  full  of  their  shares.    The  shares  were  then  entered  in 

the  register  as  having  been  fully  paid  up,  and  the  secretary  handed 

the  cheques  back  to  Mr.  Leonard,  who  signed  and  gave  to  the 

secretary  a  receipt  for  £2000.    The  payment  of  the  several  sums 

of  £250  and  the  sum  of  £2000  were  entered  in  the  books  of  the 

company. 

The  company  having  been  subsequently  ordered  to  be  wound 
up,  the  o£Scial  liquidator  placed  the  directors  on  the  list  of  con- 
tributories  for  twenty-five  shares  each,  which  he  treated  as  not 
having  had  anything  paid  upon  them. 

The  five  English  directors  now  applied  to  be  struck  off  the  list 
on  the  ground  that,  as  these  shares  were  fully  paid  up^  they  were 
entitled  to  elect  not  to  be  contributories. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Winterbotham,  in  support  of  the 
summons : — 

This  is  not  the  ordinary  case  of  a  company  where  the  shares  are 
paid  up  by  calls,  or  the  capital  is  intended  to  be  only  partly  paid 
up.  The  articles  of  association  provide  (clause  4)  that  there  is  to 
be  no  acceptance  of  shares  till  the  amount  due  upon  them  is  paid 
up.  The  o£Scial  liquidator  does  not  raise  any  question  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  contract  to  purchase  M.  Disderfs  business,  and  it 
was  perfectly  competent  to  him  to  apply  part  of  his  purchase- 
money  in  paying  for  the  shares  taken  by  the  directors.  The  case 
is  similar  to  Ea  parte  Currie  (1).  The  transaction  is  fully  set  out 
in  the  books  of  the  company ;  and  even  if  it  can  be  upset  as  a 
whole,  the  Court  has  no  power  to  vary  it :  OrgiWs  Case  (2).  If 
these  directors  are  shareholders  at  all,  they  are  so  for  fully  paid-up 
shares,  for  there  was  by  the  articles  of  association  no  acceptance 
without  payment  in  full,  and  there  has  been  no  payment  except 

(1)  32  L.  J.  (Ch.)  421 ;  11 W.  R.  46.  (2)  21  L.  T.  (N.S.)  22L 
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nsder   the    arrangement  with  M.  Disderi.     As   fully  paid-up     V.-O.  M. 
shareholderSy  the  applicants  elect  not  to  be  on  the  list  of  con-        1870 
tributories.  j„  „ 

DiBDERI  &  Go. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Biggins,  for  the  oflScial  liquidator : — 

This  is  an  attempt  to  defeat  the  claims  of  creditors.  The  argu- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  directors  is  the  same  as  was  brought  forward 
in  Gray  y.  LewU  (1).  The  transactions  impeached  by  the  official 
liquidator  were  the  means  of  floating  the  company.  Ordinarily 
the  subscribers  of  the  mem(»ttndum  of  association  are  the  first 
directors  of  a  company,  but  here  they  were  only  to  appoint  the 
first  directois*  There  were  no  directors,  and  there  could  be  no 
contract  to  purchase  the  business  till  directors  were  properly  con- 
stituted. The  applicants  were  placed  on  the  register  of  share- 
holders on  the  22nd  of  June ;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether 
they  had  paid  for  their  shares  on  that  day,  and  that  is  not  alleged. 
The  shares  were,  at  all  evetts^  paid  for  by  the  money  of  the  com- 
pany :  In  re  London  and  Provincial  Starch  Company^  before  Yice- 
Gbaneellor  James,  April  22, 1869.  The  transaction  is  very  similar 
to  Eunffs  Case,  before  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  Feb.  12, 1868. 
These  directors  must  either  be  treated  as  not  having  paid  up  their 
shares,  or  as  having  agreed  to  take  shares  which  they  have  not  yet 
accepted.  If  a  director  knows  that  a  qualification  is  required,  and 
allows  shares  representing  the  qualification  to  be  registered  in  his 
name,  he  is  bound  to  take  them. 

Mr.  Winterhotham,  in  reply : — 

There  is  no  implied  contract  on  behalf  of  a  director  to  take  the 
shares  required  as  a  qualification :  Curriers  Case  (2) ;  Marqyis  of 
Ahercom^s  Case  (3).  The  transaction  must  be  taken  as  a  whole, 
and  the  directors  can  only  be  placed  on  the  list  on  condition  of 
having  the  cheques  returned  to  them. 

Sib  R.  Mauns,  Y.C.  : — 

In  this  case  the  memorandum  and  articles  of  association  are 
dated  the  18th  of  April,  1867.    The  capital  of  the  company  con- 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  8  £q.  526.  (2)  32  L.  J.  (Ch.)  421 ;  11  W.  R.  46. 

(3)  4  D.  F,  &  J.  78, 
ToL.  XI.  T  2 
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V.-a  It  sisted  of  £200,000,  divided  into  20,000  shares  of  £10  each.  By 
i«70  clause  89  of  the  articles  of  association  it  is  provided  ''that  the 
j^  re  directors  may  purchase,  on  the  part  of  the  company,"  the  busiaess 
Dw)mA  Go  Qf  ]ji  j)isden,  and  "  may  pay  for  the  same  £170,000  in  17,000  fuUy 
paid-up  shares  of  the  company."  That  I  read,  and  I  suppose  no  one 
would  read  it  otherwise,  as  a  limit  in  price  beyond  which  they  are 
not  to  go.  The  matter  seems  to  have  languished  from  that  date, 
for  the  company  did  nothing  till  the  22nd  of  June,  a  period  of 
rather  more  than  four  months.  ^  During  this  time  M.  DMeri  was 
going  about  trying  to  find  directors.  Eventually  he  found  five 
gentlemen  ready  to  hold  themselves  out  to  the  public  as  directoxs. 
They  were  all  men  in  a  respectable  way  of  life,  but  they  all  declined 
to  incur  any  risk  whatever.  They  were  willing  to  receive  fees  and 
drvidends,  but  under  no  circumstances  were  they  to  embark  any 
captal  in  the  company  or  to  incur  any  liability.  It  is  said  that 
such  a  position  is  one  becoming  a  man  of  honour  and  respect- 
ability  to  occupy,  but  I  think  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  position  of 
a  gentleman.  I  think  that  when  persons  hold  themselves  out  as 
directors  of  a  company,  the  public  have  a  right  to  infer  that  they 
have  embarked  their  money  in  the  concern.  But  if  they  can 
make  themselves  directors  without  incurring  any  liability,  I  think 
such  a  state  of  things  would  be  prejudicial  to  the  true  interests  of 
society. 

It  appears  that  the  first  meeting  of  the  company  took  place  on 
the  22nd  of  June.  Mr.  Jocdyn^  one  of  the  five  English  directors, 
took  the  chair,  and  all  these  gentlemen  acted  as  directors,  and 
their  names  were  entered  on  the  list  for  the  twenty- five  shares 
required  for  the  qualification  of  each  of  them.  On  the  25th  of 
June  there  was  another  meeting,  at  which  they  were  more  formally 
called  directors,  and  at  this  meeting,  they  signed  the  contract  for 
the  purchase  of  M.  DMerfa  business.  It  is  obvious  that  no 
contract  could  bind  the  company  till  there  were  directors  appointed, 
for  clause  39  is  express,  ^^  that  the  directors  may  purchase."  It 
is  immaterial  whether  they  gave  directions  to  have  their  names 
entered  aa  directors  on  the  22nd  or  25th  of  June.  They  were 
certainly  so  entered  by  the  latter  date,  and  consequently  each  of 
them  became  from  that  day  liable  to  pay  £250.  Why  were  their 
names  entered  for  the  particular  number  of  twenty-five  shares  ? 
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Obviously  to  comply  with  clause  48  of  the  articles  of  association,     V.-C.  M. 

by  which  that  number  of  shares  is  required  as  the  qualification  for       1870 

directors ;  and  they  knew  that,  without  holding  those  shares,  they       jn  re 

<;ouId  not  act  as  directors.    They  say  that  these  shares  were  part  p^^p'^A  Co. 

of  those  contracted  to  be  given  to  "XL  Disderi  as  the  consideration 

for  the  purchase  of  his  business ;  but  that  could  not  be,  for  there 

was  no  contract  to  give  him  anything  till  they  had  taken  their 

shares.      Then  these  gentlemen,  who  were  the  mere  creatures, 

•dummies,  and  nominees  of  M.  JDisderi,  say  that  at  the  meeting  of 

the  25th  of  June  they  proceeded  to  consider  the  contract  for  the 

purchase  of  M.  Disderts  business,  for  which  the  company  was  to 

pay  £168,000  in  shares  and  £2000  in  money.    Is  it  becoming  or 

decent  that  those  gentlemen  should  say  that  they  have  paid  up 

their  shares  in  full,  and  are  therefore  entitled  to  elect  to  be  taken 

off  the  list  of  contributories  ? 

Then  the  question  arises  whether  there  has  been  any  payment 
upon  their  shares.  For  this  another  business  transaction  is  brought 
forward  which,  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say,  is  unworthy  of  a  school-boy. 
The  transfer  of  cheques,  by  which  it  was  carried  out,  I  can  call 
nothing  but  a  ridiculous  farce.    The  transaction  was,  in  substance, 
•exactly  like  that  in  Gray  v.  Letm  (1),  which  I  treated  as  a  mere 
fraud  or  faroe,  and  I  should  have  wasted  the  time  of  the  Court  if  I 
had  allowed  Mr.  Cotian  to  go  more  fully  into  that  part  of  the  case 
There  was  another  argument  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Winterhoiham, 
derived  from  clause  4  of  the  articles  of  association,  which  provides 
that  shareholders  shall  pay  up  their  shares  in  full  at  the  time  of  allot- 
ment, and  was  to  the  effect  that  there  is  no  acceptance  of  shares  until 
payment,  and  if  there  is  no  payment  there  has  been  no  acceptance; 
«}  that,  though  they  had  themselves  required  the  secretary  to  enter 
the  statement  that  their  shares  were  paid  in  fuU,  and  continued 
to  act  as  having  done  so,  they  are  now  entitled  to  say  that  they 
never  accepted  the  shares.     If  necessary,  I  should  have  held 
that  there  was  a  completed  agreement  to  take  the  shares ;  but  I 
entirely  agree  that,  under  sect  23  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862, 
no  agreement  to  take  the  shares  was  necessary.    If  a  man  acts 
as  a  director  or  shareholder  of  a  company,  and  he  is  required,  as 
a  condition  of  so  acting,  to  incur  the  liability  of  taking  shares,  he 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  626. 

T2  2 
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V..O.M.     is  bound  to  take  the  shares  independently  of  any  agreement 

1870       LevUcCs  Case  (1),  which  was  not  cited,  has  a  great  bearing  on  the 

In  re       present  case.   On  the  whole,  I  think  that  the  applicants  were  bound 

DisDBBi  A  CJo.  |.Q  ^]^g  ^^  shares  before  acting  as  directors,  and  I  treat  them  as 

persons  who,  having  agreed  to  take  shares,  have  not  paid  them  up, 

and  they  must  pay  them  up  in  full    In  my  opinion,  the  case  \s 

equally  clear  both  on  principle  and  on  authority,  and  they  must 

remain  on  the  list,  and  pay  the  costs  of  the  application. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  J.  B.  Batten ;  Messrs.  Ahrahams  &  Boffey. 


2>ec.  20. 


Y.^.  M.    THAMES  PLATE  GLASS  COMPANY  v.  LAND  AND  SEA 
1870  TELEGEAPH  COMPANY. 


Company — Winding-up — Specific  Fer/armance — Leave  to  enforce  an  Answer^ 

Companies  Act,  1862,  88,  87,  151. 

A  vendor's  snit  was  instituted  against  a  company  for  specific  performanoe, 
and  an  injunction  obtained  restraining  an  action  to  recover  the  deposit-money 
paid  on  the  contract.  Interrogatories  were  filed,  but  before  the  answer  was 
put  in  the  Defendant  company  was  in  course  of  voluntary  winding-up  under 
supervision.  On  a  summons  for  leave  to  continue  the  suit,  notwithstanding 
the  winding-up,  the  Court  gave  leave  to  enforce  an  answer,  but  directed  that 
no  further  proceedings  should  be  taken  without  leave  of  the  Court. 

L  HIS  was  a  sammons  adjourned  into  Court  for  leave  to  proceed 
with  a  suit  against  a  company,  notwithstanding  an  order  to  continue 
a  voluntary  winding-up  under  the  supervision  of  the  Court 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  in  June,  1870,  was  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  an  alleged  contract  to  purchase  for  £70,000  certain  land, 
buildings,  engines,  and  machinery  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff  com- 
pany at  or  near  BlackwaU,  Poplar.  The  agreement  was  constituted 
by  a  memorandum  of  agreement  under  the  seal  of  the  Plaintiff 
company,  and  a  letter  under  the  seal  of  the  Defendant  company, 
accepting,  with  some  variations,  the  proposal  of  the  Plaintiff  com- 
pany, and  an  alleged  acceptance  of  the  variations  by  the  Plaintiff 
company.  The  Defendant  company  had  refused  to  complete, 
alleging  the  negotiations  did  not  amount  to  a  concluded  agree- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  489. 
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meat  between  tbe  parties.    The  contract,  however,  had  proceeded     .Y.-O.  M. 
60  far  that  tbe  Defendant  company  had  paid  a  deposit  on  the        1870 
purchase^money  of  £1000,  which  was  subsequently  paid  into  the      thaues 
Naiional  Bank  in  the  joint  names  of  George  Brady,  one  of  the  ^ccuTpSy^ 
solicitors,  and  Alfred  Oodet,  one  of  the  directors  of  the  Plaintiff         «• 

rm     Tx  4»     1  1  .        .       ,     Land  AND  Sea 

company.  The  Defendant  company  commenced  an  action  m  the  TeLBUBAPii 
Court  of  Exchequer,  and  issued  a  process  of  attachment  in  the  Q^^^^- 
Lord  Mayor's  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  deposit- 
money  ;  and  the  bill  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  prose- 
cution of  the  action  and  process  of  attachment.  On  the  23rd 
<^  June,  1870,  an  order  was  made,  upon  a  motion  for  an  injunc- 
tion, directing  the  money  to  be  brought  into  Court  (which  was 
subsequently  done),  and  restraining  the  action  and  process  of 
attachment. 

The  interrogatories  were  filed  on  the  24th  of  Jane,  1870. 

On  the  21st  of  July,  1870,  a  resolution  was  passed  to  wind  up 
the  Defendant  company  voluntarily,  which  was  duly  confirmed  on 
the  5th  of  August,  1870 ;  and  on  the  same  day  an  order  was  made 
to  continue  the  winding-up  under  the  supervision  of  the  Court,  on 
two  Petitions  presented  on  the  1st  and  8th  of  July  respectively. 

It  appeared  that  the  answer  of  the  Defendant  company  had 
been  settled  by  counsel  before  the  winding-up,  but  uot  svvorn. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CraeJcnaU,  for  the  Plaintiif  company : — 

Unless  leave  is  sometimes  given  to'continue  suits,  notwithstand- 
iog  winding-up  orders,  it  will  always  be  in  the  power  of  a  company 
to  evade  discovery  by  a  winding-up.  It  is  impossible  to  say,  till  it 
is  known  what  the  nature  of  the  defence  is,  whether  a  summons 
in  the  winding-up  would  l>e  an  equivalent  for  the  suit.  In  In  re 
ImperiaJ  MercaniUe  Credit  Association  v.  Witham  (1)  an  order  was 
made  to  continue  a  suit  notwithstanding  a  winding-up. 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eeketoich,  for  the  Defendant  com- 
pany:— 

The  whole  policy  of  tlie  Companies  Act,  1862,  is  to  have  every 
matter  relating  to  a  company  in  course  of  liquidation  decided  in  the 
winding-up.    The_  suit,  if  allowed  to  go  on,  will  keep  open  a  liqui- 

(1)  Law  Eep.  3  Eq.  89. 
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V.-0.  tf«     dation  which  is  now  nearly  completed.    The  question  has  been 

1870       already  decided  in  Stringer^s  Case  (1).    An  answer  is,  in  faety  use* 

Thawis      less  in  the  ease  of  a  company  in  liquidation.    Every  information 

^CompSy^  can  be  obtained  by  affidavits,  and  an  inspection  of  docaments  and 

*'    ^     the  books  of  the  company.    Imperial  MerecmtUe  OrecUt  AssoeiatuM 

Telegraph   v.  W%tham  (2)  was  a  suit  by,  not  against,  a  company. 

COMPAKY. 

Mr.  Cotton,  in  reply : — 

It  is  important  that  the  Def^etnt  company  should  put  in 
an  answer  which  will  state  all  the  grounds  of  defence  they  rely 
upon,  and  bind  them  to  those  grounds.  Stringer's  Case  is  not  an 
authority  against  the  summons. 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

I  think  it  is  in  general  a  matter  of  great  oonvenienoe  to  have 
all  money  demands  brought  forward  in  the  windmg-up;  and,  con- 
sidering that  a  vendor's  suit  for  specific  performance  amounts  to 
no  more  than  a  mere  money  demand,  there  is  much  to  be  said  f(Hr 
not  allowing  the  suit  to  be  continued.  It  is  really  no  more  than 
a  money  demand,  for,  if  the  contract  is  established,  the  Plaintifir 
company  will  be  entitled  to  the  £70,000,  and  the  land  will  have  to 
be  sold  in  the  winding-up,  and  the  Plaintiff  company  satisfied  out 
of  the  purchase-money,  and  they  will  also  prove  against  the 
company  for  any  deficiency  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  to  make 
up  the  amount  due  to  them.  But,  though  I  am  strongly  impressed 
with  the  fact  that  this  suit  is  a  mere  money  demand,  it  is  to  be 
remembered  that,  being  a  suit  for  specific  performance,  it  is 
possible  that  many  different  kinds  of  defence  may  be  set  up. 
And,  considering  that  the  bill  was  filed  in  June,  1870,  and  that 
time  enough  elapsed  before  the  winding-up  to  have  put  in  an  answer, 
and  no  answer  was  put  in,  I  am  of  opinion,  on  the  whole,  that  the 
balance  of  convenience  is  in  favour  of  allowing  the  suit  to  go  on 
till  an  answer  is  put  in.  Proceedings  in  a  winding-up  have, 
however,  the  advantage  over  suits,  in  the  greater  expedition  with 
which  they  are  conducted.  An  appeal  from  an  order  on  a  sum- 
mons would  be  heard  in  a  week  or  two,  while  a  decree  in  a  suit 
would  necessarily  be  the  subject  of  a  regular  appeal. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  475.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  89. 
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The  order  wfll  be  for  Kberty  to  the  Plaintiff  to  enforce  an     T*-a  H« 
answer  in  the  suit  if  not  filed  within  a  month.     No  further        1870 
proceedings  to  be  taken  without  the  leave  of  the  Court.  Th^«8 

Pusn  Glass 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  TiUeard,  Qodden,  &  Eolme  ;  Messrs.  Waikinw^    CamAHY 
Bak&r,  &  Baylis.  Laot>  ahd  Ska 

COMPAHT. 


In  re  SMIRTHWAITE'S  TRUSTS.  v.^.  m. 


Trustee  Ad,  1850 — New  Trustee — Appointment  where  no  existing  Trustee-^ 


1871 


Meir  of  Testator  before  the  Court.  Jan,  13. 

The  Court  may  appoint  trustees  under  the  Trustee  Act,  1850,  where  there 
never  have  been  any  trustees. 

A  testator  gave  his  residuary  real  and  his  personal  estate  to  three  trustees, 
all  of  whom  died  in  his  lifetime.  A  Petition  was  presented  under  the  Trttstee 
Act,  1850,  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees  and  for  a  vesting  order  : — 

Heldj  that  ail  difficulty  was  removed  hy  serving  the  heir  of  the  testator ; 
and  that  the  order  might  be  made. 

David  SMIBTHWAITE,  by  Ws  will,  dated  the  28th of  October, 
1838,  gave  his  residuary  real  and  his  personal  estate  to  three 
trustees,  upon  certain  trusts,  amongst  which  was  a  trust  to  sell 
the  real  estate  and  lay  out  the  proceeds  in  the  purchase  of  other 
land  to  be  held  on  the  same  trusts.  The  beneficial  limitations 
were  adapted  to  real  estate. 

The  three  trustees  named  in  the  wiU  died  in  the  testator's  li£s- 
time.  The  testator  died  on  the  20th  of  September,  1870,  possessed 
of  freehold  and  copyhold  property,  as  well  as  personal  estate. 

A  Petition  was  now  presented  by  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  first 
tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  under  the  limitations  of  the  will,  for 
the  appointment  of  new  trustees  under  the  Tritstee  Act,  1850,  and 
for  an  order  vesting  the  real  estate  in  them. 

The  person  who  was  heir-at-law  and  customary  heir  of  the  testator 
was  served. 

Mr.  CassoUy  in  support  of  the  Petition : — 

The  question  whether  the  Court  has  power,  under  the  Trustee 
Ad,  1850,  to  make  the  order  where  there  are  no  existing  trustees. 
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y.-€.  M.  was  raised  in  Gunsan  v.  Simpson  (1),  where  the  order  was  refosed 

1871  solely  ou  the  ground  that  the  heir  of  the  testator  was  not  before 

Xn  re  the  Court.    From  that  case  it  may  be  inferred  that  the  Ciourt  will 

waSe?  appoint  trustees  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  heir  has  been 

TfirsTs.  brought  before  the  Court. 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

I  think  that  the  service  of  the  Petition  on  the  heir  removes 
the  difficulty  felt  by  the  Court  in  Chanson  v.  Simpson;  and  the 
order  asked  for  may  be  made  under  the  Trustee  Act,  1850. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Pitman  &  Lane. 


1871 
Jan,  13. 


v.^  M.  In  re  WESTBROOK'S  TRUSTS. 


Practice — Petition — Ameiidment — Facts  whsequent  to  leave  to  Amend, 

A  Petition  may  be  amended  by  stating  facts  which  have  taken  place  sinee 
leave  to  amend  was  given. 

1  HIS  was  a  Petition  for  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  out  of  Court. 

The  Petition  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  16th  of  December, 
1870,  when  it  appeared  that  it  was  necessary  to  have  administration 
taken  out  to  a  person  through  whom  five  of  the  claimants  to  shares 
in  the  fund  derived  their  interest.  The  Petition  was  accordingly 
ordered  to  stand  over  till  the  next  Petition  day,  to  enable  the 
administration  to  be  taken  out ;  and  leave  was  given  to  amend. 

A  difficulty,  however,  arose  in  adding  by  amendment  the  name 
of  the  administrator,  and  the  fact  of  his  having  taken  out  adminis- 
tration, from  a  statement  in  DanidTs  Chancery  Practice  (2),  that 
no  facts  can  be  added  to  a  Petition  by  amendment  which  have 
occurred  since  leave  to  amend  was  given. 

Mr.  Chester,  for  the  Petitioner,  mentioned  the  matter,  and  stated 
that  the  authorities  cited  in  JDanieWs  Chancery  Practice,  in  support 
of  the  statement  that  matters  happening  after  leave  has  been  given 

(1)  Law  Hep.  5  Eq.  332.  (2)  4th  Ed.  vol  iu  p.  1459. 


VOL,  XI.]  EQUITY  CASES.  253 

to  amend  cannot  be  stated  by  amendment — Maude  v.  Maude  (1)     V.-O.  M. 
and  Se  CartwrigMs  Trusts  (2) — did  not  relate  to  the  point.  I87i 


SieR.Malin8,V.C.:-  "^^K^'" 

I  am  of  opinion  that  no  special  leaye  is  necessary,  but  that  the 
leave  which  T  have  given  is  sufficient  to  enable  any  amendment 
whatever  to  be  made.  I  am  surprised  that  it  is  otherwise  stated 
in  DanidTs  Chancery  Practice,  which  is  a  most  carefully  written 
book.  Attention  ought  to  be  called  to  any  error  in  it.  However, 
in  my  view,  anything  whatever  may  be  added  to  a  Petition  by 
amendment. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  C.M.&  B.  0.  Mote. 

(1)  5  De  G.  &  Sm,  418.  (2)  8  W.  B.  492. 
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Dec,  8,  9. 


v.-aB.     SOUTHAMPTON    DOCK    COMPANY  v.    SOUTHAMPTON 
1870  HAEBOUR  AND  PIER  BOARD. 

JimsdicUoj^^Aooount — Money  Demand — Fiduciary  Bdationtihip, 

Where  a  Court  of  Law  can  do  as  full  justice  to  the  subject  in  dispute  as 
can  be  done  in  Equity,  this  Court  will  not  interfere  to  stay  the  prooeedir^ 
at  law.  But  when  the  campleteness  of  the  relief  at  law  is  doubtful,  a&d 
questions  of  account,  of  the  right  to  raise  a  case  of  wilful  default,  and  of 
fiduciary  relationship  between  the  parties  are  involved,  the  Court  will  enter- 
tain a  suit  for  the  purpose  of  transferring  the  proceedings  from  Law  to 
Equity,  and  will  grant  an  injunction  until  the  hearing. 

lYlOTION  that  Defendants,  the  Southampton  Pier  and  Harbour 
Board,  might  be  restrained  until  the  hearing  from  prosecuting 
an  action  at  law  commenced  by  them  against  the  Plaintiff 
company  to  recover  the  sum  of  £5000*         / 

The  Plaintiff  company  were  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament, 
6  Will.  4,  c.  29,  for  the  purpose  of  making  and  maintaining  a 
dock  or  docks  at  Southampton.  The  Defendants,  the  Pier  and 
Harbour  Board,  were  constituted  by  the  Southampton  Harbour  Ad, 
1863  (26  &  27  Vict.  c.  119),  with  the  powers,  and  as  a  continuation 
of  and  in  substitution  for  the  Pier  and  Harbour  Commissioners, 
whose  powers  were  derived  from  various  Acts  of  Parliament,  of 
which  the  only  one  material  for  this  report  is  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  65. 
By.  the  53rd  section  of  this  Act  it  was  enacted  that, "  for  providing 
against  any  loss  or  diminution  of  income  which  might  be  sustained 
by  the  Commissioners,  in  case  the  annual  income  of  the  Commis- 
sioners arising  from  the  rates,  duties,  and  payments  by  them, 
taken  and  derived  in  respect  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise, 
and  other  commodities,  should,  in  any  one  year  after  the  opening 
of  the  said  dock,  fall  below  the  sum  of  £1000,  then  and  in  such 
case,  and  so  from  time  to  time,  as  the  same  should  happen,  the 
Plaintiff  company  were  thereby  required  to  pay  to  the  Com- 
missioners, out  of  the  sales  authorized  to  be  taken  by  Plaintiff 
company,  such  annual  sum  as  should  be  sufficient  to  make  up  any 
such  deficiency  as  aforesaid.  Such  annual  sum  was  to  be  com- 
puted from  the  31st  of  March  in  each  year,  and  paid  and  payable 
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to  the  OolQinisaioners  on  tlie  24th  of  June  in  each  year ;  and  it     V.-O.  B. 
was  ako  provided  that  it  should  be  paid  and  payable  in  preference        1870 
to  the  interest,  dividends,  and  income  of  the  moneys  or  stock  southavptok 
which  shoidd  be  raised  or  created  under  any  of  the  powers  or    ^^ 
proTffiions  of  that  Act  or  the  Acts  therein  recited,  and  in  pre-  SorrHAMproN 
ference  to  any  dividends  or  income  payable  by  virtue  of  that  PibbBoabd. 
Act,  or  by  the  said  Acts  therein  recited,  to  the  proprietors  of  the        ""^ 
undertaking,  or  any  of  them ;  and  that  such  annual  payments  and 
proportionable  part  should  be  paid  and  payable  as  aforesaid,  not* 
withstanding  the  Commissioners  should  at  any  time  reduce,  alter, 
or  vary  the  last'-mentioned  rates,  rules,  and  sums  below  the  rates, 
daties,  and  sums  then  received  and  taken  by  them  on  such  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise.'' 

It  appeared  that,  from  1847  to  1858  inclusive,  there  had  been 
a  deficiency  in  every  year  in  the  income  of  the  Pier  arid  Harbour 
Board  or  of  their  predecessors,  but  until  June,  1870,  no  demand 
was  made  upon  the  Dock  Company,  and  dividends  had  been 
declared,  and  payments  made  to  their  shareholders  by  that  com- 
pany, on  the  assumption  that  they  were  under  no  legal  liability 
to  the  Pier  and  Harbour  Board,  or  their  predecessors,  in  respect 
of  such  deficiency. 

On  the  28th  of  June,  1870,  the  solicitor  of  the  Pier  and  Har- 
lour  Board  wrote  to  the  secretary  of  the  Plaintiff  company, 
applying  for  payment  of  £3710  Is.,  being  the  aggregate  amount 
required  for  the  year  ending  the  31st  of  March,  1847,  and  for 
the  eleven  succeeding  years,  to  make  up  the  income  of  the  Fort 
and  Harbour  Commissioners,  in  respect  of  goods,  wares,  mer* 
chaudise,  and  other  commodities,  to  the  sum  of  £1000  per  annum ; 
the  claim  being  made  upon  Plaintiff  company  under  6  &  7  Vict. 
c.  65.  The  letter  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  Pier  and 
Harbour  Board  had  received  a  peremptory  mandamus,  issued  by 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  at  the  suit  of  the  Corporation  of 
Southampton,  compelling  them  to  take  the  necessary  legal  steps 
for  obtaining  payment  of  the  sum  mentioned ;  and  the  amount  of 
deficiency  that  had  arisen  in  each  year  (amounting  during  the 
twelve  years  to  £3710  7a.)  was  stated. 

The  Dock  Company  replied  that  they  felt  bound  to  satisfy  them- 
selves that  the  income  of  the  Commissioners  referred  to  in  sect.  53 
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y.-O.  B.     of  6  &  7  YicL  c*  65|  had  &llen  short  of  £1000  a  year»  and  then  to 
1870       consider  how  &r  they  would  be  justified  in  satisfying  the  claim; 
8oETHAMFix»  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  purposo  thoy  required  to  be  furnished  with  detailed 
DoGKCkx.    particulars  of  each  year's  receipts  from   the  various  sources  of 
€ofDTHAUFTOH  iucomo  authorized  to  be  levied  by  the  Commissioners.    A  state- 
PasB  BoABD.  ment  was  furnished  purporting  to  shew  a  total  income  from  the 
"~        1st  of  April,  1846,  to  the  31st  of  March,  1858,  of  £8289  13s.,  ttuB 
falling  short  of  £12,000  by  £3710  7a.    Some  correspondence  took 
place,  in  the  course  of  which  Defendants'  solicitor  required,  as  a 
condition  to  be  satisfied  before  production  of  the  books  of  the 
Harbour  Commissionei-s  for  inspection  on  behalf  of  Plaintiff  com- 
pany, that  Plaintiff  company  should  admit  the  principle  on  which 
the  demand  of  Defendants  was  based,  and  should  limit  tlieir 
inquiry  to  an  examination  of  the  accuracy  of  the  figures  which 
went  to  make  up  the  total  of  £8289  13a.  (the  total  income  for 
twelve  years  on  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise).    On  the  other 
hand,  the  Plaintiff  company  insisted  on  being  satisfied  that  the 
Commissioners  had  received  and  credited  all  the  rates,  duties,  and 
payments  authorized  to  be  levied  under  their  Acts  of  Parliament 
Inspection  of  the  Commissioners'  books  having  been  refused,  and 
an  action  having  been  commenced  against  the  Dock  Company  by 
the  Pier  and  Harbour  Board  to  enforce  payment  of  £5000,  the 
Dock  Company  had  filed  the  present  bill  to  restrain  such  proceed- 
ings at  law,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  (if  any) 
sum  was  payable  by  Plaintiff  company  to  Defendants  by  virtue  of 
the  several  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  as  incidental  thereto,  for  dis- 
covery of  the  amount  of  the  rates,  duties,  and  other  moneys 
received  and  taken,  or  which  ought  to  have  been  received  and 
taken,  by  Plaintiffs  or  their  predecessors,  the  CommissionerB^ 
in  respect  of  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  and  other  commodities 
landed  at  or  shipped  from  the  docks  and  other  works  of  Defendants 
or  their  predecessors. 

The  bill  charged  that  it  would  be  greatly  prejudicial  to  the 
interests  of  their  shareholders,  and  contrary  to  equity,  that  they 
should  be  required  to  pay  out  of  their  existing  funds  sums  of 
money  which  ought  to  have  been  paid  (if  at  all)  in  past  years,  and 
in  respect  of  which  nothing  could  now  be  recovered  from  the 
former  shareholders,  who,  if  the  claim  of  Defendants  \>as  allowed 
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to  prerail,  wonld  have  received  a  larger  dividend  than  they  were     V.-C.  B. 
entitled  to,  1870 

The  bill  also  charged  that  Plaintiff  company  were  greatly  dis-  gou^^^rrox 
advantaged  by  not  having  had  an  earlier  opportunity  afforded  for    ^^^^  ^• 
examining  the  accounts  of  the  Harbour  Commissioners,  and  that  Southampton 
such  disadvantage  afforded  an  additional  reason  why  the  Defen-  Pier  Board. 
dants'  claim  should  be  limited  to  some  point  of  time  considerably 
within  the  twenty  years  during  which  it  might,  but  for  the  laches 
of  Defendants'  predecessors,  otherwise  be  held  to  subsist.    The 
Plaintiffs  also  charged  wilful  default  on  the  part  of  Defendants' 
predecessors  (in  not  giving  any  credit,  in  the  statement  of  par- 
tictilars  sent  in,  in  respect  of  any  quay  duty),  and  that,  accord- 
ingly, the  account  ought  to  be  taken  on  the  footing  of  such  wilful 
default 

It  was  also  charged  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  53,  the  annual  income  of  the  Harbour  Com- 
missioners, which  Plaintiff  company  were  bound  to  make  up,  was 
a  deficiency  of  gross  and  not  of  net  income ;  but  that  Defendants 
had  in  their  account  computed  the  deficiency  on  the  assumption 
that  the  latter  construction  was  the  true  one,  and  had  made 
allowances  in  their  own  favour  for  all  outgoings  of  every  descrip- 
tion in  connection  with  the  management  of  the  harbours^  piers, 
an  1  quays,  and  the  levying  of  tolls  and  duties  thereat. 

Declarations  were  prayed — 1.  That  the  deficiency  of  income 
which,  by  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  65,  s,  53,  Plaintiff  company  were 
bound  to  make  good  to  Defendants,  was  a  deficiency  of  gross  and 
not  of  net  income.  2»  That  for  the  purpose  of  estimating  the 
amount  of  such  income  (whether  gross  or  net),  and  of  ascertaining 
the  extent  of  the  aforesaid  deficiency  (if  any),  the  Board  ought  to 
give  credit  for  all  sums  which  their  predecessors,  the  Harbour 
Commissioners,  might  have  received,  or  but  for  wilful  default 
might  have  received,  in  respect  of  duties  leviable  on  gooJs,  wares, 
merchandise,  and  commodities  landed  or  shipped  from  any  of  the 
legal  quays  in  Sordhampton,  or  for  which  a  quay  duty  was  charge- 
able in  addition  to  pier  duty.  3.  That  the  Board  were  debarred 
in  equity  from  requiring  Plaintiff  company  to  make  good  any 
deficiency  of  income  which  might  have  oocuiTed  previously  to 
1870,  down  to  which  time  no  demand  was  made  upon  Plaintiff 


2oS  EQUITY  CAi9ES.  [L  B. 

V.-C.  B.     company  in  respect  of  sach  deficiency,  and  divideuds  ware  declared 

1870        by  Plaintiff  company,  and  paid  to  their  shareholderSi  on  the 

SouTHAMFTON  fi^sumption  that  no  liability  to  make  good  such  deficiency  in  ftct 

Dock  Co.     existed. 
BomsAuPTON     The  bill  also  prayed  an  account,  on  the  footing  of  the  abo?6 
PiEB  BoABD.  declarations,  of  what  (if  anything)  was  due  and  owing  to  ihe  Board 
from  Plaintiff  company  under  6  &  7  Vict  c.  65,  and  26  &  27  Yict 
c.  119,  Plaintiffs  thereby  offering  to  pay  to  Defendants  what 
should  so  be  found  due.    An  injunction  in  the  meantime  against 
prosecution  of  the  action  at  law,  and  an  inspection  of  the  books 
and  documents  in  the  possession  of  Defendants,  were  also  prayed. 
The  Plaintiff  company  now  moved  for  an  injunction  in  restraint 
of  the  proceedings  at  law. 

Sir  BoundeU  Palmer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Zay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cookson, 
in  support  of  the  motion,  cited  SotUh  Eastern  Railway  Company 
V.  Brogden  (1). 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  Cutler,  for  the  Defendants : — 

There  is  no  ground  for  staying  proceedings  in  the  action,  as 
complete  justice  can  be  done  in  a  Court  of  Law,  and  there  is  no 
single  element  in  the  case  which  renders  it  one  for  a  Court  of 
Equity  in  preference  to  a  Court  of  Law.  There  is  not  that 
miituality  of  account,  by  receipts  and  payments  by  each  party  on 
account  of  the  other,  or  complication,  which  is  necessary  to  support 
the  bill :  Phmips  v,  Phinips  (2) ;  Fluker  v.  Taylor  (3) ;  F(^  t. 
JBTtTZ  (4) ;  G*Mahony  v.  Dickson  (5).  No  fiduciary  relationship  has 
been  made  between  the  parties.  There  is  a  mere  legal  right  to 
receive  and  obligation  to  pay,  which  give  no  right  to  an  account 
in  equity :  Smith  v.  Leveaux  (6) ;  Moxon  v.  Bright  (7). 

In  South  Eastern  Bailtoay  Company  v.  Brogden  there  were  many 
very  special  and  complicated  matters  of  account  which  could 
not  be  decided  upon  by  a  jury  with  justice  to  parties.  But  here 
no  such  complication  exists.  With  respect  to  laches,  though  no 
demand  was  made  upon  the  Plaintiffs,  they  must  have  known  of 

(1)  3  Mac  &  G.  8.  (4)  2  H.  L.  C.  28. 

(2)  9  Hare,  471.  (5)  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  400. 
(8)  3  Drew.  188.  (6)  2  D.  J.  &  S.  1. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  4  Oh.  292. 


YOL.  XL]  BQDITY  CIASB8.  259 

tbeir  liability  to  Defeudants,  whose  accounts,  as  a  public  body,     v.-€.  B. 
were  audited  and  circulated  in  the  town,  and  also  from  the  pro*-        1870 
ceedings  at  Common  Law  and  before  the  House  of  Lords,  which  soTTTHAMrroN 
resulted  in  the  issue  of  a  writ  of  mandamus  compelling  the  Defen-    ^^^  ^^• 
dants  to  sue  the  Plaintiffs,    But  even  if  there  has  been  laches  on  Southampton 
the  part  of  the  DefeiMlants,  a  Court  of  Common  Law  can  deal  with  Pjeb  Boabd. 
that  question :  CJUtty's  General  Practice  (1) ;  and  no  laches  by  the 
creditor,  in  failing  to  demand  payment  of  these  annual  deficiencies, 
will  destroy  the  liability  of  the  Plaintiffs  as  debtors  :  Bex  y.  Car^ 
pewter  (2) ;  Bsg.  y.  Paruih  of  SL  Michael,  Southampton  (8).    Any 
equitable  defence  to  the  action  that  the  Plaintiffs  haye,  may  be 
pleaded  by  them  at  law. 

Mr.  Kay,  in  reply : — 

We  shew,  as  grounds  for  the  interference  of  this  Court,  mutuality, 
complication  of  account,  and  a  fiduciary  relationship  between  the 
parties.  The  accounts,  must  be  taken  on  both  sides  to  shew,  oa 
the  one  hand,  that  there  has  been  a  deficiency,  and,  on  the  other, 
that  our  receipts  are  suflBcient  to  justify  us  in  making  up  that  loss ; 
and,  in  taking  that  account,  we  are  entitled  to  raise  the  case  of 
wilful  de&ult.  On  these  grounds  a  sufficient  case  for  the  inter- 
yention  of  equity  has  been  shewn.  There  has  not  been  merely 
lacbes  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants — ^they  haye  suffered  us  to  act 
on  the  belief  that  no  claim  would  be  made  upon  us,  and  this  course 
of  conduct  amounts,  in  the  contemplation  of  a  Court  of  Equity,  to 
a  fraudulent  misrepresentation.  As  to  an  equitable  defence,  by 
way  of  plea,  being  open  to  us  in  the  action  at  law,  we  are  not  bound 
to  plead,  such  equitable  defence,  but  may  come  into  Equity  for 
relief:  Kerr  on  Lijunctions  (4),  and  the  cases  there  cited« 

[On  the  question  of  constructiye  notice  of  the  deficiency,  Danieis 
y.  Davison  was  cited  (5).] 

Sib  Jahes  Bacon,  V.O.  : — 

The  single  question  on  this  motion  is,  whether  the  Plaintiffs 
haye  a  right  to  sustain  their  bill  in  this  Court.    The  cases  which 

(1)  VoL  L  p.  785.  (3)  6  E,  &  B.  807. 

(2)  6  A  &  E.  794.  (4)  Page  25. 

(5)  16  Ves.  249 ;  17  Ves.  433. 
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V.-O.  B.      have  been  referred  to,  from  Fluker  v.  Taylor  (1)  to  Siwii'h  Eastern 
1870        BaUway  Company  y.  Brogden  (2),  have  established  as  a  very  plain 

SocTOAMPTON  principle  that  it  is  not  in  every  case  of  account  that  this  Court 
Dock  Qo.    ^fli  interfere  to  withdraw  from  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of 

SoTjTHAHPToa  Commou  Law  the  subject-matter  of  dispute  between  the  parties. 

Pier  Board.  They  all,  I  think,  establish  this  proposition,  that  where  it  is  un- 
questionable  that  the  Court  of  Law  can  do  as  full  justice  to  the 
subject  in  dispute  as  can  be  done  in  this  Court,  this  Court  will  not 
interfere.  If  there  be  any  doubt  about  that,  the  Plaintiff  has  a 
right,  as  I  conceive,  to  maintain  his  suit  in  this  Court. 

The  declaration  in  this  case  states  the  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  it 
states  in  detail  that  account  which  is  set  out  in  the  bill,  and 
declares  upon  each  of  the  items  of  that  account.  The  Plaintiff 
at  law  sue  for  each  of  those  sums,  making  in  the  aggregate 
£3710. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  claim  arises  are  these' s  The 
Defendants  are  now  entitled,  and  before  the  formation  of  these 
docks  were  still  more  extensively  entitled,  to  certain  quay  dues. 
The  first  Act  of  Parliament  which  recognised  their  right  in  that 
respect  is  affected  and  altered  by  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  53,  wbich 
is  set  out  in  the  bilL  [His  Honour  referred  to  that  section.]  Now 
what  is  the  consequence  of  that  ?  To  the  extent  of  this  sum,  whidi 
is  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  the  Defendants,  who  were  the 
persons  to  manage  the  fund  coming  to  their  hands,  were  surely 
bound  in  all  good  husbandry  and  fairness  to  receive  all  that  they 
could  be  entitled  to  receive.  That  seems  to  me  to  raise  a  case,  if 
not  strictly  of  trusteeship,  yet  so  nearly  approaching  to  it  that  the 
Plaintiffs  in  this  suit  have  a  right  to  hold  the  Defendants  to  the 
strict  exercise  of  their  powers  and  their  duties,  and  to  the  obser- 
vance of  perfectly  good  faith  between  them ;  because,  if  it  were  not 
so,  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  the  Defendants,  for  any  reasons^ 
good  or  bad,  to  forbear  from  receiving  that  which  they  might  have 
received,  or  which,  perhaps,  they  could  not  receive  without  diffi- 
culty, and  have  recourse  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  make  up  the  deficiency 
of  the  £1000.  It  is  only  the  deficiency  that  the  Defendants  are 
entitled  to  claim  against  the  Plaiatiffs.  That  proposition  seems 
at  once  to  shew  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  Defendants  to  shew 
(1)  3  Draw.  183.  (2)  8  Mac.  &  6.  8. 
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actually  what  they  have  received,  and  entitles  the  Plaintiffs  in     V.-d  B. 
this   suit  to  insist  upon  what  they  might,  but  for  their  wilful        1870 
default,  have  received.    That  is  not  an  account  whicli  could  be  con-  southamptox 
veniently  taken  in  a  Court  of  Law.   Nor  is  the  principle  of  such  an     ^^^  ^* 
account  as  that,  at  all  affected  by  any  of  the  cases  cited  on  behalf  Southampton 

^      _  _      _        _  ,  .    -  11.,  II  1  «     HAKBOrn  ANI> 

of  the  Defendants,  which  estabush  a  most  wholesome  and  safe  Pieb  Board. 
principle,  because,  as  was  said  by  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  more 
than  one  case,  the  doors  of  this  Court  would  otherwise  be  opened 
to  every  case  of  disputed  demands  between  parties.    Then,  1  think, 
the  Plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  have  strictly  examined  in  this  Court, 
and  upon  principles  applicable  to  the  administration  of  this  Courts 
the  whole  of  the  receipts  by  the  Defendants,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  what  the  deficiency  amounted  to.    Included  in  that 
is  the  account  relating  to  the  pier.    The  Defendants  have  two 
rights.      They  have  a  right,  as  owners  of  the  pier,  to  receive 
something  in  the  way  of  profit — no  matter  what ;  and  they  have 
a  right  also  to  the  quay  dues.    They  have  let  these  things  to 
some  person,  it  being  more  convenient,  as  I  suppose,  that  they 
should  be  rented  by  a  lessee  than  that  they  should  be  exacted 
and  received  by  the  officers  of  the  l)efendants'  company.    The 
affidavit  by  no  means  meets  that  case.     The  affidavit  states,  in 
general  terms,  that  what  they  have  received  for  the  rates  is  in- 
eluded  in  the  account  upon  which  they  have  declared,  and  which 
IS  set  forth  in  the  bill.    Surely  that  is  a  matter  as  to  which  the 
Plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  an  investigation.    They  have   a  right 
to  know  whether  the  quay  dues,  which  were,  as  the  Defendants 
say,  let  by  them,  were  let  at  a  fair  and  proper  rate,  and  how  can 
that  be  examined  into  properly  in  a  Court  of  Law  ?  If  it  should 
torn  out  that  the  quay  dues  have  been  let  for  less  than  they  were 
worth,  and  if  the  Plaintiffs  shew  that  there  has  been  any  default 
in  the  fair  and  due  management  of  the  property  so  let^  they  will 
have  a  remedy  against  the  Defendants.    Whether  they  will  do  so 
er  not  remains  yet  to  be  seen ;  c^nd  the  only  difficulty  and  reluctance 
which  I  feel  in  dealing  with  the  case  is,  that  I  am  compelled  in 
some  measure  to  pronounce  an  opinion  upon  something  which  is  not 
yet  ripe  for  decision,  in  order  to  decide  the  question  which  is 
jubmitted  to  me.     The  questions  I  have  advertsd  to  must  be 

decided  when  this  cause  comes  to  be  heard.    There  is  the  other 
Vol.  XI.  U  2 
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V.-a  B.     question  which  has  been  mentioned,  namely,  the  fact  that  foi  all 
1870       these  years,  from  1847  to  1858,  the  Defendants  might,  if  there 
Qofy^^^^i^PT(M  ^^^^  *^y  deficiency,  have  claimed  it.    There  could  have  been 
Dock  Co.     ^q  difficulty  if  they  kept  their  accoimts  properly.     They  made  no 
Southampton  claim  whatever  until  a  very  recent  period.    Duriug  that  time  what 
PiEB  Board,  was  the  duty  of  the  Plaintiffs  ?    They  were  under  no  obligation  to 
^^        go  to  the  Defendants,  and  say :  "  Have  you  any  demand  against  us 
on  the  subject  of  this  deficiency  ?"    They  are  living  in  the  same 
town — ^that  does  not  signify ;  but  it  is  a  fact  that  exists,  and  the 
Defendants,  having  similar  interests  no  doubt  in  a  great  many 
matters,  and  having  full  knowledge  of  a  great  many  circumstances 
which  must  bear  upon  this,  make  no  demand  whatever,  nor  any 
suggestion  that  they  had  any  demand  to  make.    What  were  the 
Plaintiffs  then  to  do  ?    Nobody  can  say  it  was  incumbent  upon 
them  to  go  and  ascertain  whether  anything  was  claimed.    If  they 
had  done  so,  the  same  right  of  investigating  the  accounts  would 
have  existed.    But  they  were  under  no  obligation ;  and,  I  think, 
in  all  fairness,  it  cannot  be  said  that  they  improperly  did  or  omitted 
anything.    What  their  legal  rights  may  be  in  consequence,  is  a 
question  to  be  decided.     Whether  they  did  anything  which  was 
unfair  or  improper  in  concluding  in  each  and  every  year  that  this 
account  comprises,  that  no  claim  whatever  could  be  made  against 
them,  and  that  the  fund  they  had  in  hand  was  free  for  them  to 
distribute  and  divide  in  the  manner  authorized  by  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, subject  only  to  the  claim  which  the  Defendant  company 
might  have  made  and  did  not  make,  is  a  question  which,  untfl 
the  cause  comes  to  be  heard,  and  the  facts  come  to  be  known,  and 
the  inquiries  properly  made,  it  is  impossible  to  decide*    It  is  not, 
in  my  opinion,  a  case  affected  by  Bex  v.  Carpenter  (1)  and  Beg. 
V.  Parish  of  St  Michael^  SouiJiamjpton  (2),  because  in  those  cases, 
as  was  pointed  out,  there  was  no  doubt  whatever  about  the  liability 
to  pay  or  the  amount  to  be  paid.  Here  the  very  doubt  was,  whether 
there  would  be  anything  to  pay  or  not,  because  it  was  only  the 
deficiency  that  was  to  be  paid,  and  there  was  no  one  who  could  say 
that  there  was  a  deficiency  but  the  parties  who  now  claim  £3710, 
the  aggregate  for  those  years.    I  cannot  perceive  that  those  cases, 
therefore,  have  the  slightest  bearing  upon  the  case  now  before  me. 

(1)  6  A.  &  E.  794.  (2)  6  R  &  K  807. 
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No  doubt  a  Conrt  of  Common  Law  is  as  competent  as  any  other     Y.-0.  B. 
Court  to  decide  a  question  of  laches  properly  brought  before  it,  and        i870 
undoubtedly  there  has  been  laches,  for  the  Defendants,  who  were  sottihamptoh 
entitled  to  demand  this  money  and  knew  what  was  due  to  them,     ^^"^  ^^• 
neyer  did  demand  it.    In  this  case  there  are  several  questions  of  Southampton 
importance,  purely  equitable  questions,  which  have  to  be  decided  pna  Board. 
at  the  hearing  of  this  cause.     It  is  impossible  to  deny  that  the        "^^ 
Plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  raise  that  equitable  question,  upon 
which  ihey  rely,  whether  by  reason  of  the  conduct  which  the 
Defendant  company  has  pursued,  the  Plaintiffs  are  not.  absolved 
from  the  necessity  of  making  any  payment  in  respect  of  those 
years,  ending  with  the  year  1859.    Whether  an  equitable  plea 
might  be  framed  to  that,  I  will  not  inquire.    I  am  by  no  means 
convinced  that  any  equitable  plea  which  a  Court  of  Common  Law 
would  entertain  could  have  been  framed  under  these  circumstances, 
but  whether  it  could  or  could  not,  the  existence  of  such  an  equitable 
ground  as  that  is  a  reason  why  the  matter  should  be  continued 
in  this  Court,  and  why  it  should  be  withdrawn  from  a  Court  of 
Common  Law.  I  conceive,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  maintain'the  suit  in  this  Court.    They  are  entitled  to  maintain 
it  because  they  have  suggested  certain  grounds  of  equitable  relief, 
to  which  they  may  be  entitled,  and  which,  as  I  conceive,  the 
Court  of  Common  Law  could  not  extend  to  them,  or  could  not 
extend  to  them  with  anything  like  convenience.    There  has  been 
no  demnrrer  to  the  bilL    A  reason,  indeed,  for  not  demurring  has 
been  suggested  as  furnished  by  the  charge  in  the  bill,  that  the 
amoinal  income  of  the  Harbour  Commissioners,  which  the  Plaintiffs 
are  bound  to  make  up,  is  a  deficiency  of  g^oss  and  not  of  net  income, 
and  that,  as  charged,  this  is  a  matter  involving  great  complication. 
But  the  very  suggestion  of  that  reason  shews  that  there  may  be  a 
groundarising  outof  thatparticularpartof  thecase,  which  entitles  the 
Plaintiffs  to  have  the  accounts  investigated  with  the  utmost  rigour. 
There  must  be  an  injunction  upon  the  terms  of  giving  judgment 
ia  the  action  to  be  dealt  with  as  this  Court  shall  direct,  and  the 
proceedings  in  this  Court  must  go  on. 

Solicitors:    Mr.   B,  8.  Smithy  for  Messrs.  Sharpy  Harrison,  dk 

Poeoekf  SotUhamptan ;  Messrs.  Abbott,  Jenkins,  &  Abbott,  for  Mr. 

Eiehman,  SouOMmj^ton. 
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Jan,  20. 


v.<5.  B.  SAVAGE  V.  SNELL. 

1871 

Practice -^Special  Case — AmendmenL 

Upon  the  birth,  after  a  special  case  has  been  set  down  for  hearing,  of  aa 
infant  tenant  in  tail,  the  proper  course  for  bringing  snch  necessary  party 
before  the  Court  is,  that  the  order  for  setting  down  should  be  discharged,  and 
the  special  case  amended  by  making  the  infant  a  party. 

A  SPECIAL  case  had  been  set  down  for  hearings  but  before  it 
came  on  to  be  heard  an  infant  tenant  in  tail  of  the  property  in 
question  was  born. 

Mr.  Haddan  applied  ^  parte  as  to  the  course  to  be  pursued  for 
bringing  the  infant,  who  was  a  necessary  party,  before  the  Courts 
and  stated  that  in  Palmer  v.  Flotoer  (1)  Vice-Chancellor  Jama  had 
directed  a  supplemental  statement  to  be  filed,  but  the  case  of  ThitOe' 
thwaUeY.  Oamier  (2)  was  not  cited  to  him ;  and  submitted,  on  the 
authority  of  that  case,  and  the  cases  collected  in  DanieWs  Chancery 
Practice  (3),  that  parties  could  not  be  properly  added  to  a  special 
cas^  by  a  supplemental  statement,  but  that  the  proper  course  was  to 
discharge  the  original  order  for  setting  down,  and  amend  the  case 
by  making  the  infant  a  party.^ 

Sib  Jahes  Bacon,  Y.C,  following  ThisUethwaite  v.  Oamiir^ 
ordered  that  the  order  to  set  down  the  original  case  should  be  dis- 
charged ;  that  the  case  should  be  amended  by  adding  the  infant 
tenant  in  tail  as  a  party,  on  which  the  usual  appearance  for  the 
infant  and  fresh  appearances  for  all  the  present  parties  should  be 
entered ;  and  then  leave  of  the  Court  should  be  obtained  to  set 
down  the  case  again  for  hecuing,  and  restore  it  to  its  original  place 
in  the  paper. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Surr  &  Ortbble. 

(1)  18  W.  R.  887.  (2)  5  De  G.  &  Smu  73. 

(3)  4th  Ed.  p.  1403.  _  /{f^ 
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TYLER  V.  YATES.  V.^.  8. 

1870 
Usurious  Contract — Unconscionable  Bargain — Reversionary  Interest—^  ,^v^ 

31  <fc  32  Vict.  c.  4.  Nov,  11, 12, 13. 

The  jurisdiction  of  this  Conrt  over  nnconBcionable  bargains  is  not  affected 
by  the  repeal  of  the  usary  laws,  or  by  the  31  &  32  Yict.  c.  4,  as  to  dealings 
with  reyenionary  interests. 

An  exorbitant  rate  of  interest  agreed  to  be  paid  by  a  young  and  needy 
man  on  the  security  of  property  in  reversion,  held  by  an  indefeasible  title,  is 
imfair  dealing  within  the  31  &  32  Yict.  c.  4, 

Where  a  young  man  charged  his  reversionary  interest  with  exorbitant  sums 
for  interest  on  loans  principally  made  to  his  brother,  an  infant,  the  Court 
decreed  the  charge  to  stand  as  security  only  for  the  sums  actually  advanced, 
and  for  interest  at  £5  per  cent. 

IHE  Plaintiff,  who  is  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  late 
Lord  Arthur  Pdhcm  Clinton,  filed  this  bill  against  Fredetiek  Tales^ 
and  John  Campbell  IHeher,  and  prayed  (briefly)  as  follows : — 

1.  That  it  might  be  declared  that  the  charges  and  memoranda 
in  the  bill  mentioned  were  only  securities  for  the  sums  actually 
advanced  by  the  Defendants,  or  either  of  them,  to  Lord  Arthur 
Pelham  Clinton,  with  interest  at  £4  per  cent. 

2.  That  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all  moneys  actually 
advanced  by  the  Defendants,  or  either  of  them,  to  Lord  Arthur 
Pelham  Clinton,  on  the  security  of  his  reversionary  interest,  or 
which  they  had  a  right  to  charge  against  such  interest. 

3«  That  the  said  reversionary  interest  might  be  sold,  and  that 
out  of  the  proceeds  the  moneys  found  due  on  such  accounts,  with 
interest  at  £4  per  cent  from  the  date  of  the  advance,  might  be  paid 
to  the  Defendants. 

4.  That  in  the  meanwhile  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained 
from  negotiating,  parting  with,  or  disposing  of  the  said  charges 
and  memoranda. 

Lord  Arthur  was  made  a  Defendant,  but  no  relief  was  prayed 
against  him* 

The  bill  stated  that  on  the  marriage  of  the  Earl  and  Countess 
of  Lincoln  a  sum  of  £30,000  was  settled  upon  the  wife  for  life, 
with  a  power  of  appointment  among  the  children,  and  that  by  a  deed 
dated  the  25th  of  September,l852,  the  Earl  and  Countess  o{ Lincoln 
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V.-0.  S.      appointed  the  fund  equally  among  their  four  younger  children, 

1870        viz.,  Lord  E.  W.  Pdham  ClitUon,  Lady  Susan  C.  0.  Pdham  Clinion, 

rrJ^KB      Lo^  Arthur  and  Lord  Albert  Pelham  Clinton.   The  Earl  of  Lincoln^ 

Yjlteb      *^^^  T>vike  of  NeweaMe,  died  in  October,  1864,  and  the  Countess, 

who  had  been  divorced  from  her  husband,  was  still  living. 

The  bill  then  alleged  that  Dicker  was  a  money-lender,  carr}'ing 
on  business  at  10,  Craig's  Court,  Charing  Cross.  That  Yates  was 
formerly  a  solicitor,  but  had  caused  his  name  to  be  removed  from 
the  roll,  and  now  carried  on  business  as  a  money-lender  and  bill 
discounter  at  74,  Barley  Street,  Cavendish  Square.  That  although 
not  ostensibly  in  partnership,  Dicker  and  Yates  *^  were  in  the  habit 
of  operating  and  negotiating  together  in  loan  and  bill  discounting 
arrangements,  and  of  dividing  the  profits  of  their  highly  remune- 
rative transactions  between  themselves.  Li  the  transactions  in 
question  they  acted  conjointly  as  if  they  were  partners."  That 
Dicker  caused  to  be  inserted  in  various  public  journals,  the  follow- 
ing notice : — 

"  Money. — ^Money  advanced  at  a  few  hours'  notice,  on  the  most 
advantageous  terms,  to  noblemen,  officers  in  the  army,  heirs  to 
entailed  estates,  and  gentlemen  of  property,  on  their  personal 
security,  also  on  security  of  reversions  to  landed  estates  at  £5  per 
cent.,  payment  of  which  may  be  deferred  until  possession,  on 
application  to  Mr.  Dicker,  10,  Craig's  Court,  Charing  Cross,  S.  WT 

The  bill  alleged  that  by  these  advertisements  Dicker's  name 
became  known  to  Lord  Albert,  and  that  that  led  to  the  transactions 
now  in  question. 

The  bill  then  stated  a  series  of  transactions,  which  were  generally 
to  the  effect  that  Lord  Arthur  was  induced  to  give  a  number  of 
bills  of  exchange  in  order  to  obtain  loans  of  money,  of  which,  how- 
ever, none  but  a  few  very  small  sums  were  really  advanced.  Lord 
Arthur,  in  his  answer,  supported  the  allegations  in  the  biU,  but 
after  the  answers  of  the  Defendants  had  been  filed,  and  the  evidence 
•  had,  in  fact,  been  taken.  Lord  Arthur,  in  an  affidavit  made  on 
behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  on  the  23rd  of  Februajy,  1870,  deposed  as 
follows : — 

"  Speaking  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  I  am  not  now  prepared 
to  deny  the  truth  of  the  statements  'contained  in  the  first  twenty- 
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four  paragraphs  in  the  answer  of  /.  C.  Dicker.    When  the  bill  of     v.-O.  S. 
complaint  in  this  suit  was  filed,  I  read  it,  and  then  thought  the        i870 
statements  therein  contained  were  correct,  but  I  have  since  then 
seen  the  answer  of  the  other  Defendants,  and  copies  of  some  letters      «,  *• 

which  have  passed  between  the  Defendant  Dicker  and  myself        

in  the  early  part  of  the  year  1866,  and  I  think  I  must,  at  the  date 
of  the  filing  of  the  bill,  have  been  under  a  misapprehension  as  to 
the  way  in  which  I  was  induced  to  accept  the  several  bills  of 
exchange  referred  to  in  the  said  bill  of  complaint." 

In  consequence  of  this  affidavit  the  charges  of  fraud  were  aban- 
doned, and  the  case  was  presented  to  the  Court  on  the  facts 
admitted  in  the  answers  of  Dicker  and  Ycdes,  and  the  results  of 
their  cross-examination. 

Dicker^  in  his  answer,  stated  that  Lord  Albert  was  introduced 
to  him  by  Mr.  WiOtraham  in  July,  1864,  when  the  two  gentlemen 
requested  him  to  discount  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  22nd  of 
July,  1864,  for  £600,  payable  three  months  after  date,  drawn  by 
WHbraham  and  accepted  by  Lord  Albert.     WHbraham  fixed  the 
commission.    Dicker  applied  to  Tatea  to  discount  the  bill,  which 
he  did,  giving  Dicker  £520,  being  the  amount  less  discount,  as 
^igreed  to  by  WUhraham  ;  and  on  the  25th  of  July,  1864,  Dicker 
handed  WHbraham  £480,  for  which  he  sent  a  receipt.    Lord  Albert 
was  bom  in  1845,  and  was  then  a  minor.    The  bill  was  not  paid  at 
maturity.    In  February,  1866,  Lord  Albert  called  on  Dicker  in 
consequence  of  a  letter  he  had  received  from  him  about  the  £600 
bill,  to  know  if  he  could  raise  money  for  him  on  bills  of  exchange ; 
Dicker  said  his  being  under  age  was  an  objection,  but  perhaps  he 
conld  do  so  if  they  were  accepted  by  a  person  of  full  age.    Lord 
Albert  said  his  brother  (born  in  1840)  was  of  full  age  and  an  M.P., 
and  he  would  ask  him  to  accept  bills  for  him,  and  he  at  the  same 
time  requested  Dicker  to  ascertain  if  he  could  get  such  bills  dis* 
counted.    Dicker  then  applied  to  Totes,  who  stated  that  he  was 
willing  to  discount  such  bOls,  but  that  if  he  did  so  he  would  re- 
quire Wilbrdham's  bill  for  £600  to  be  provided  for.    On  the  26th 
of  February,  1866,  Lord  Albert  called  on  Dicker,  when  he  informed 
him  that  he  could  raise  the  money  on  these  bills,  but  that  the 
discounter  required  the  former  bill  for  £600  to  be  taken  up.    The 
terms  were  then  discussed,  and  the  amount  of  the  commission 
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V  G.  s.      iSsed,  and  Lord  Albert  directed  Dieker  to  take  up  the  £600  bill 

1870       and  to  pay  the  interest  for  sixteen  months.    Two  bills  were  then 

Tyleb      drawn  by  Lord  Albert  upon,  and  accepted  by,  Lord  Arthur,  pay- 

Yates.      ^^'®  three  months  after  date.    They  were  as  follows : — Bill  for 

£1500,  dated  the  26th  of  February,  1866  ;  bill  for  £500,  dated 

the  26th  of  February,  1866.  Before  they  were  discounted,  Dicker 
had  lent  Lord  Albert  two  sums  of  £50  and  £100,  which  were  to  be 
repaid  out  of  the  discount  of  the  bills. 

Totes  discounted  the  £1500  bill.    The  account  was  as  follows: — 

£ 
Yates*  discount •    •    150 

Bill  of  July,  1864 .  600 

Interest  thereon 100 

Loan  by  Dicker 150 

Dicker's  commission 75 

Bill  stamp 1 

Cash  paid  by  Didcer  to  Lord  Albert    •    .  421 

£1500 
Lord  Albert  gave  the  following  receipt : — 

"^  £424.  London,  March  1, 1866. 

^'  Beceived  of  Mr.  Dicker  the  sum  of  £424,  being,  together  with 
the  sums  of  £50  received  on  February  26, 1866,  and  £100  received 
on  February  28,  1866,  and  a  bill  of  exchange  for  £600,  dated 
July  22,  1864,  drawn  and  indorsed  by  A.  B.  WHbraham,  and 
accepted  by  me  at  three  months  and  now  given  up  to  me,  the 
consideration  as  agreed  for  my  bill  of  exchange  for  £1500,  dated 
February  26,  1866,  drawn  on,  and  accepted  by.  Lord  Arthur  P. 
Clinton,  and  payable  three  months  after  date,  allowing  for  interest 
on  said  overdue  bill  of  £600  the  sum  of  £100,  for  discount  £150, 
and  for  Mr.  Dicker^s  commission  £75,  as  agreed,  and  bill  stamps- 
owing,  £1. 

""A  ClintcnT 

On  the  6th  of  March,  1866,  Dieker  obtained  fix>m  Taies  a  diV 
count  of  the  bill  for  £500,  as  follows :  "  Yates  paid  Dicker  £425 ; 
Dieker  remitted  to  Lord  Albert,  who  was  then  at  JSornburg,  £300,, 
and  Lord  Albert  drew  a  cheque  on  Dicker  for  £20."  And  on  the 
12th  of  March,  1866,  Dicker  paid  to  Lord  Albert  a  farther  sum  of 
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£79  II5.,  which,  with  9«.  telegraph,  amounted  in  the  whole  to  the  V.-C.  a 
sum  of  £400  received  by  Lord  Alberty  for  which  he  gave  receipts.  jgyo 

On  the  15th  of  March,  1866,  Lord  Albert  applied  to  Bicker  to  tyi^ 

discount  a  bill  for  £500,  payable  three  months  after  date,  drawn  „«• 

xATEB, 

by  Lord  Albert  upon  Lord  ArtJiv/r^  and  accepted  by  the  latter,  and       

dated  the  15th  of  March,  1866.    After  some  negotiation  DicJcer 

consented  to  do  so  on  the  bill  being  altered  to  two  months.    The 

following  sums  were  paid : — 

£ 
On  the  23rd  of  March,  1866 50 

„     27th        „  „ 50 

„      28th        „  „ 100 

9th  of  April,       „ 150 

£350 

This 'sum  of  £350,  with  £150,  the  discount  agreed  on,  made 
£500. 

On  the  28th  of  April,  1866,  Lord  Albert^  accompanied  by  his 
brother  Lord  Arthur,  applied  to  Dicker  to  discount  a  bill  for  £500, 
drawn  by  Lord  AU)ert  and  accepted  by  Lord  Arthur,  as  before. 
The  discount  and  commission  were  agreed  to,  and  the  following 
sums  paid  to  Lord  Alberi : — 

28th  April,  1866.    Paid  to  Lord  ilHHW^    £400 

Discount    •    .        75 
Commission    .        25 

£500 

A  receipt  for  these  sums  was  given  by  Lord  Albert. 

Dicker  subsequently  got  the  bill  discounted  by  Taies,  and  paid 
him  £75  as  agreed.  On  the  28th  of  April  Dicker  said  that  he 
could  not  sign  the  letter  which  Jjord  Albert  had  sent  undertaking 
to  renew  the  bill.  The  letter,  which  was  in  Lord  Arthur's  hand- 
writing, was  as  follows : — 

**  My  Lord, — ^I  shall  have  pleasure  in  acceding  to  your  request 
— viz.,  to  renew  your  bill,  if  required  by  you  to  do  so,  to  the  extent 
of  twelve  months,  so  as  to  keep  it  in  strict  confidence  and  not 
handed  about  to  be  seen  by  any  one." 

(Signed.) 


V, 

Yatbs. 
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V.-O.  S.         Bicker  also  required  security  for  the  £500  bill.    Lord  Arthur 
1870       thereupon  gave  him  a  charge,  dated  the  28th  of  April,  on  his 
rpYLBR      interest  in  the  £30,000  subject  to  his  mother's  life  estata 

On  the  7th  of  May,  1866,  Lord  Arthur  wrote  to  Duiker  the 
following  letter,  which  was  relied  on  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  shewing 
the  pressure  he  was  under  for  money.  It  was  written  on  paper 
stamped  ''House  of  Commons."  The  material  part  was  as 
follows : — 

*^  I  am  in  bed  with  a  bad  cold  at  a  friend's  house,  or  would  call 
and  see  you  myself  about  a  great  favour — ^viz.,  this,  I  lost  rather 
heavily  last  week,  and  am  very  much  pressed  for  £200.  I  must 
pay  £100  to-day  by  3.30  P.M.,  and  the  other  £100  by  same  time 
to-morrow.  This  is  really  the  honest  truth.  Now,  if  you  could  do 
this  for  me  I  should  be  ever  grateful,  and  would  give  a  bill  to  yon 
at  three  months  for  £250.  I  should  not  require  to  renew  it  unless 
you  wished  it  so.  If  you  will  grant  me  this  feivour,  may  I  ask  yon 
kindly  to  send  by  bearer  a  bill  for  me  to  sign,  and  if  you  could 
trust  me  a  £100  cheque  with  it,  the  other  £100  would  do  to- 
morrow. I  am  asking  you,  I  know,  to  do  this  on  my  own  name, 
but  I  will  give  you  my  word  of  honour  it  shall  be  paid  at  maturity. 
If,  therefore,  my  honour  is  sufficient  for  you,  pray  do  it  as  asked, 
and  you  will  relieve  me  of  great  anxiety  and  do  me  an  ever-to-be- 
remembered  favour.    Trusting  for  an  affirmative  answer,  believe 

me  to  remain, 

"  Yours,  very  truly, 

"  AHhur  Pdham  ainhn." 

Upon  receipt  of  this  note,  Mr.  Dicker  sent  Lord  Arthur,  by  the 
bearer  of  his  letter,  a  cheque  for  £100,  and  a  draft  for  £250,  pay- 
able three  months  after  date,  which  he  returned  to  him,  the  draft 
accepted,  with  a  letter,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

"  Monday. 
"  Private. — ^Dear  Mr.  Dicker y — How  can  I  thank  you  sufficiently 
for  so  promptly  acceding  to  my  request  ?    Tou  have  reb'eved  me 
of  a  great  anxiety.    I  return  the  bill  accepted, 

"  Believe  me,  hoping  soon  to  see  you,  very  truly  yours, 

**  Arthur  Pdham  ClifUcm. 

"  P.S. — ^Please  do  not  mention  this  to  my  brother  Albert.*' 
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Dicker  sent  the  other  £100,  making  £200,  which,  with  £50     YA^.  6. 
discount,  made  £250.  1870 

"  Tuesday.  tmb 

"  My  dear  Mr.  Bicker^ — ^Pray  accept  my  sincere  and  grateful      y^Sro. 

thanks  for  your  kindness  in  sending  the  two  cheques,  both  of       

which  I  haye  receiyed,  and 

**  Belieye  me  to  remain,  yours  sincerely, 

"  ArOiv/t  Pdham  Gli/nion:' 

On  the  15th  of  Ifay,  Dicker  agreed  to  discount  a  similar  bill  for 
£600,  and  paid  Lord  Albert  £100  out  of  £300  which  he  was  to  ad- 
yance,  and  on  the  same  day  Lord  Arthur  gaye  Dicker  a  charge, 
dated  the  15th  of  May,  on  his  reversionary  interest.  On  the  same 
occasion  Lord  Albert  and  Lord  Arthur  requested  Dicker  to  hold  over 
for  two  months  the  bill  for  £500,  dated  the  15th  of  March,  1866 ; 
Lord  Albert  gf  ve  directions  as  to  the  discount,  and  Dicker  applied 
to  one  Wittiatn  Skinner^  who  gaye  him  £450,  and  Dicker  gave  him 
the  charge  of  the  15th  of  May,  1866. 

On  the  IQth  of  May,  1866,  Dicker  gave  Lord  Albert  £200  for 
the  bill  dated  the  15th  of  May. 

On  the  25ih  of  May,  1866,  Lord  Arthwr  called  on  Dicker^  who 
told  him  he  should  like  to  have  some  security  for  the  bill  of  £250, 
whereupon  he  gave  Dicker  a  charge  on  his  reversionary  interest,  in 
the  same  form  as  before,  dated  the  25th  of  May,  1866,  and  with  it 
a  letter  in  the  following  terms : — 

"  Dear  Sir, — ^Excepting  the  mortgages  I  have  given  you  to 

secure  the  bills  discounted  with  and  through  you,  I  have  not  in 

any  way  charged  or  incumbered  my  reversionary  interest  in  the 

£30,000  settled  at  my  father  and  mother's  marriage  xm  myself  and 

brothers  and  sister. 

**  Yours  faithfully, 

«  AHhur  P.  ClinUmr 

The  two  bills  for  £1500  and  £500,  dated  the  26th  of  February, 
1866,  became  due  on  the  29th  of  May,  when  Lord  Alherty  accom- 
panied by  Lord  Arthur^  applied  to  Dicker  to  discount  two  bills  for 
£2000  and  £1800,  drawn  as  before,  payable  seven  months  after  date. 
On  the  13th  of  June,  Dicker  gave  Lord  Albert  £50  on  the  said  bills. 
The  bills  were  discounted  as  follows :  Yaiee  gave  up  to  Dicker  the 


Yates. 
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y.-O.  S.  bills  for  £1500  and  JSoOO,  and  the  sum  of  £350  cash,  making 
1870  a  total  of  £2850,  the  balance,  £950,  being  retained  for  disoonnt 
•P^^  and  to  meet  the  bill  for  £500,  dated  the  28th  of  April,  which  would 
not  become  due  till  the  31st  of  July,  1866.  Of  the  £350  cash 
paid  by  Totes,  Dicker  handed  to  Lord  Albert  £103  5a.,  which,  with 
£50  previously  advanced,  £2  for  bill  stamps,  £4 15^.  for  stamps  on 
the  charges,  and  £190,  the  commission  on  the  discount  of  the  two 
bills,  made  up  the  sum  of  £850.  On  the  22nd  of  June,  1866, 
Dicker  discounted  Lord  Arthur's  acceptance  for  £25,  retaining  £5 
for  discount,  and  on  the  21st  of  July  Dicker  lent  Lord  Arthur  £10 
on  taking  his  acceptance  for  £12  lOs.  On  the  10th  of  August, 
1866,  at  Lord  Arthur  and  Lord  AJherfs  request,  Dicker  consented 
to  hold  over  the  bill  dated  the  15th  of  March,  1866,  for  five 
months  on  receiving  their  promissory  note  for  £500.  The  note 
was  subsequently  discounted  through  Dicker  by  Skinner,  who 
charged  £66  for  interest,  and  £66  interest  for  holding  the  bill  over 
for  five  months.  Dicker's  commission  was,  discounting,  £68,  for 
renewal  £50,  total  £118.  The  balance  was  retained  by  Dicker  for 
holding  over  the  bill  as  agreed.  On  the  16th  of  August,  1866, 
Lord  Arthur  created  a  charge  on  the  reversionary  property  to 
secure  the  £500  bill.  On  the  10th  of  August  the  bUl  of  the  7Ui 
of  May  was  renewed  by  Dicker  in  exchange  for  a  £300  bill, 
dated  the  10th  of  August,  1866,  payable  three  months  after  date, 
and  a  charge  was  given  on  Lord  Arthur's  reversionary  property. 

The  Defendants,  in  their  answer,  denied  any  collusion  or  part- 
nership. Notice  was  duly  given  of  the  charges  to  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement  On  the  12th  of  November,  1868,  Lord  Arthur  was 
adjudicated  a  bankrupt  on  his  own  Petition. 

On  the  3rd  of  April,  1869,  this  bill  was  filed. 

The  amount  for  which  Dicker  liad  charges  on  Lord  Arthur's  pro- 
perty was  £800,  and  on  the  26th  of  August,  1869,  his  solicitor 
offered  to  assign  his  charges  thereon  on  being  paid  £550,  the 
amount  actually  advanced,  and  £4  per  cent,  interest  thereon  from 
the  18th  of  December,  1866.    This  offer  was  declined. 

Totes  had  obtained  judgment  against  Lord  Ar&ur  on  the  bills. 
The  amount  of  his  claim  was  £3800.  He  also,  before  the  hearing, 
had  offered  to  take  the  amount  of  money  actually  advanced  by 
himself,  with  interest  at  £4  or  £5  per  cent.    This  also  was  refused. 
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Mr.  Kardake,  Q.G.9  and  Mr.  Cooper  Willis,  for  the  Plaintiff: —        Y.-O.  s. 

The  charges  of  fraud  are  withdrawn,  but  the  facts  proved  and        J^ 
admitted  shew  a  still  clearer  ground  for  the  interposition  of  this       Ttleb 

Court  Yates. 

Lord  Afihury  except  as  to  a  small  sum  of  £210,  was  induced  to 
become  surety  for  his  brother.  Lord  Albert,  an  infant,  who  borrowed 
the  money,  as  the  Defendants  well  knew,  for  gambling  transactions. 
Such  a  suretyship  was  clearly,  in  the  eye  of  this  Court,  null  and 
void. 

The  ViCB-CHANcaESLLOR : — ^Unless  you  shew  me  some  authority 
for  that,  I  must  hold  that,  at  all  events  to  the  extent  of  the 
money  advanced,  Lord  Arthur's  estate  is  liable. 

Mr.  Kardake: — ^Independently  of  that  ground,  the  evidence  dis-. 
closes  the  most  unconscionable  dealing  and  the  most  exorbitant 
amounts  charged  for  interest.  This  brings  the  case  clearly  within 
the  principle  of  Croft  v.  Chrdham  (1),  in  which,  on  appeal,  the 
Lords  Justices  would  hardly  listen  to  the  argument  that  the  repeal 
of  the  Usury  Acts  had  made  any  alteration  of  the  law  as  to  these 
nncoDscionable  bargains. 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  T.  White,  for  the  Defendant 
Dicker: — 

The  law  has  undergone  a  change.  Formerly,  interest  charged 
above  a  fixed  amount  was  illegal ;  but  now  a  trader  in  money, 
like  a  trader  in  other  things,  is  at  liberty  to  demand,  and  receive 
if  he  can  get  it,  £100  per  cent,  profit.  Had  the  transaction  not 
gone  beyond  the  loan  on  bills  of  exchange,  the  Defendant  could 
legally  enforce,  and,  in  fact,  has  legally  enforced  it,  for  he  has 
obtained  judgment  at  law  on  the  bills.  It  is  clear,  therefore, 
that  at  law  there  is  no  objection  to  the  rate  of  interest  taken  by 
the  Defendant  Dicker  on  the  bills. 

Then  as  to  the  security.    Before  the  alteration  of  the  law  it  was 

enough  to  shew  that  the  security  was  reversionary  in  order  to 

invaUdate  a  transaction  of  this  kind.   That  was  the  case  in  Croft  v. 

Oraham  and  all  that  class  of  cases,  which,  therefore,  do  not  apply  to 

thiscase. 

(1)  2  D.  J.  A?  S.  155;  S.  C.5  Gifif.  L 
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V.-O.  s.         Then  comes  the  case  of  Wyatt  v.  Cooh  (1),  but  that  was  a  case 

1870        where  one  of  the  parties,  a  lawyer,  practised  on  the  inexperience 

Ttlbb      c^d  necessities  of  a  yoang  man,  on  an  untrue  statement  as  to  the 

Yatm       consideration,  which  was  not,  in  fact,  paid. 

^-*  The  next  case  is  that  of  MiUer  y.  Cook  (2),  which  was  decided 

upon  the  ground  of  unfeiir  dealing,  false  recital,  and,  in  fact,  fraud. 

Webster  y.  Cook  (3)  was  a  case  where  the  security  was  not  reyer- 

sionary  at  all.    It  was  to  be  observed,  howeyer,  that  the  rate  of 

interest,  at  £60  per  cent.,  was  not  considered  as  objectionable. 

The  defence,  therefore,  to  this  bill  is,  first,  that  in  the  pr^ent 
state  of  the  law  there  is  no  limit  to  the  interest  that  may  be  taken; 
secondly,  that  reyersionary  property  now  stands  on  the  same 
footing  as  other  property,  except  there  is  unfair  dealing. 

The  Plaintiff  felt  that  without  a  charge  of  unfair  dealing  the 
bill  was  unsustainable,  and  accordingly  the  bill  charges  fraud,  which, 
howeyer,  has  been  withdrawn  by  an  afiSdayit,  though  the  allega- 
tions in  the  bill  still  remain. 

It  is  submitted  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Mr.  Charles  BrowMy  for  the  Defendant  Yaies : — 

This  is  not  a  bill  by  the  Defendant  Taies  to  enforce  his  security, 
and  therefore  objections  which  might  be  taken  against  his  seeking 
the  aid  of  the  Court  haye  no  application.  It  is  a  bill  based  on 
specific  charges  of  &aud,  and  on  that  basis  asks  that  Mr.  Tote' 
^security  may  be  varied.  The  grounds  on  which  this  relief  was 
prayed  in  the  bill  were  fraud  and  pressure ;  but  these  grounds 
the  Plaintiff  has  withdrawn.  What,  then^  are  the  grounds  now 
relied  on  ?  Simply  a  high  rate  of  discount ;  but  since  the  repeal 
of  the  usury  laws,  that  is  no  ground  for  relief  in  this  Court :  FUght 
y.  Beed  (4) ;  Benyon  y.  Fiich  (5). 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  amount  of  mterest  was  exaggerated,  on 
the  notion  that  £12  12a.  per  three  months  was  £50  8s.  per  annum. 
The  truth  ia,  that  the  bills  were  not  met,  and  were  not  intended  to 
be  met,  at  maturity ;  and  after  their  maturity  the  rate  of  interest  is 
only  £5  per  cent. 

(1)  16  W.  B.  502.  (3)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  6i2. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  641.  (4)  9  Jur.  (N.S.)  1016. 

(5)  85  Beay.  670. 
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It  is  certain,  as  has  been  obserred  by  Mr.  DicJcinsonf  that  there     V.-0.  S. 
is  no  legal  objection  to  the  rate  of  interest,  inasmuch  as  judgment        1870 
has  been  obtained  on  the  bills.    Suppose,  before  the  security  had      Ttlxb 
been  taken,  it  had  been  sought  to  pay  off  the  bills ;  it  is  quite  clear      yatbs. 

that  could  have  been  done  only  on  the  terms  of  paying  the  whole       

amount  due  on  them.    How,  then,  can  taking  security  alter  the 
character  of  the  debt  ? 

If  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  relief  in  this  case  it  will  be  im- 
possible to  define  what  amount  of  interest  might  be  legally  taken. 
Where  is  the  line  to  be  drawn  ?  Is  £6,  or  £10,  or  £20  the 
amount  prohibited  by  law  ? 

In  any  case,  having  preferred  charges  of  fraud,  which  not  only 
he  has  been  unable  to  prove,  but  has,  in  fieu^t,  disproved,  the 
Plaintiff  is  bound  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Kardake,  in  reply,  called  attention  to  the  evidence,  which 
shewed  that  Lord  Arlhwr  and  Lord  Albert  were  in  extreme 
necessity.  In  one  instance  a  loan  of  £10  was  obtained  on  giving 
£2  10s.  interest.  He  cited  Tottenham  v.  JEmrnet  (1),  where  Lord 
Wetibury  laid  it  down,  that  though  on  bills  of  exchange,  the  prin- 
cipal being  in  jeopardy,  a  lender  might  demand  any  rate  of  interest, 
yet  immediately  security  was  taken,  the  old  rule  of  law  prevailed* 
It  was  held  there  that  a  money-lender  cannot  take  from  a  young 
expectant  heir  £80  per  cent.  He  cited  Flight  v.  Beed  (2) ;  Viney 
V.  Chaplin  (3)  ;  WAster  v.  Cook  (4) ;  8t.  Albyn  v.  Harding  (5)  ; 
Chederfidi  v.  Janasen  (6). 

Sib  John  Stuabt,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  does  not  materially  differ  from  that  oi  Miller  v.  Cook  (7). 
So  far  as  it  does  differ,  the  fiEu^ts  shew  a  more  clear  title  to  relief 
than  was  shewn  in  that  case. 

The  charges  for  discount  here,  as  stated  in  the  answers  of  both 
the  Defendants,  are  unconscionable.  I  have  stated  in  my  judgment 
in  MUler  v.  Cook  the  reasons  why  the  sale  of  a  reversionary  interest 

(1)  14  W.  B.  3.  (4)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  642. 

(2)  9  Jnr.  (N.S.)  1016.  (5)  27  Beav.  11. 

(3)  2  De  G.  &  J.  408.  (6)  1  Wh.  &  Tu.  3rd  Ed.  p.  483. 

(7)  Law  Bep.  10  £q.  641. 
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y.-0.  S.     upon  unconscionable  terms  can  only  stand  good  for  money  actaally 
1870       advanced,  with  interest  at  £5  per  cent. 

Tyleb  The  argument  for  the  Defendants,  that  the  debt  was  constitated 

Yxm.      before  the  charge  was  created,  is  of  no  avail.     If  the  debt  is  con- 

stituted  in  such  a  way  that  it  is  composed  of  items  unconscionable 

and  exorbitant,  it  can  make  no  difference  whether  the  debt  was  so 
constituted  before  the  security  was  taken  or  after. 

The  case  of  Waiter  v.  Cook  (1)  was  decided  upon  a  mistake,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  looked  upon  as  a  case  of  authority.  In  that 
case  Lord  Chelmsford  conceived  that  the  interest  in  question  was 
not  a  reversionary  interest.  There  is  no  conceivable  difference 
upon  principle  between  the  interest  which  the  o^vner  of  an  estate 
has  in  an  annuity  paid  to  a  widow  by  way  of  jointure,  which  interest 
is  to  accrue  on  the  death  of  the  widow,  and  any  other  reversionary 
interest.  The  case  of  Webster  v.  Cook  is  not  consistent  with  the 
established  doctrines  of  this  Court. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  has,  to  my  satisfaction,  clearly  estab- 
lished his  right  to  equitable  relief.  That  relief,  I  think,  must  be 
upon  the  footing  that  the  Plaintiff  must  make  good  to  the  Defen- 
dants, Totes  and  Dicker,  all  moneys  actually  advanced,  either  to 
Lord  Albert  or  to  Lord  Arthur.  During  the  argument  I  stated  my 
view  why  that  should  be  done.  Where  money  is  advanced  upon 
the  faith  of  a  representation  that  it  would  be  paid  by  another,  the 
money  having  been  paid  on  the  faith  of  that  representation,  he  is 
bound  to  make  good  the  representation.  But  he  is  not  bound  to 
the  extent  of  exorbitant  or  unconscionable  discount 

The  question  of  costs  must  be  disposed  of  with  reference  to  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  mode  in  which  the  litigation 
has  been  conducted.  In  the  case  of  Miller  v.  Cook  (2),  as  in  other 
cases  of  the  same  kind,  relief  having  been  given  upon  the  footing 
of  redemption,  and  the  Plaintiff  coming  to  get  rid  of  his  own  act, 
the  Defendant's  costs  were  added  to  his  security.  That  is  upon  a 
yery  plain  principle.  Generally  speaking,  if  a  man  comes  to 
redeem,  he  must  pay  the  costs  of  redemption ;  and  if  a  man  comes 
to  get  rid  of  his  own  deliberate  act,  he  must  also,  generally 
speaking,  pay  the  costs  of  his  own  folly  in  being  obliged  to  come 
and  ask  the  Court  to  undo  what  he  has  deliberately  done. 

(1)  Law  Eep.  2  Ch.  642.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  641. 
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In  the  present  case  there  are  in  the  bill  charges  of  fraud  which     Y.-a  s. 
the  Plaintiff  does  not  insist  upon.    This  is  a  case  in  which  the  as-       isro 
signee  of  the  party  creating  the  charge,  who  is  Plaintiff  in  the  cause,      ttleb 
comes  to  be  relieved  against  the  folly  and  indiscretion  of  the  bank-      ^  ^* 
rapt;  thereforel  can  see  no  right  on  his  part  to  the  costs  of  the  soit       -» 
as  against  the  Defendants.     It  appears  that  a  very  considerable 
sum  was  offered  by  the  Defendant  Dicker  to  be  taken  off  from 
the  amount  of  the  charge,  and  he  agreed  to  accept  that  reduced 
sum,  with  interest  at  £5  per  cent.    That  is  a  great  modification  of 
his  demand,  and  is  a  circumstance  which  affects  the  question  of 
costs ;  and  the  proper  order  for  the  Court  to  make,  in  this  extra- 
ordinary case,  as  to  costs^  seems  to  me  to  be  that  neither  party 
should  have  any  costs  of  the  suit ;  that  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendants 
should,  up  to  and  including  the  decree,  bear  their  own  costs  of  the 
suit.    The  decree  will  therefore  be  for  an  account  of  all  moneys 
advanced  by  the  Defendant  Dicker  to  Lord  Arthwr  Clinton,  or  Lord 
Albert  Clinton,  in  the  transactions  mentioned  in  the  pleadings. 

As  to  directing  an  account  of  advances  by  Tatea,  I  do  not  see 
that  Totes  made  any  advance  except  through  Dicker,  and  I  do  not 
see  that  any  good  would  ensue  from  directing  an  account  of 
advances  by  Yaiea,  inasmuch  as  all  his  advances  were  made  through 
Dicker,  It  might  raise  a  question  as  to  commission ;  but  that 
cannot  arise  on  these  grounds:  it  has  been  argued  that  Dicker 
was  the  agent  of  Lord  Arthur  ;  but,  upon  the  evidence.  Dicker  was 
as  much  the  agent  of  Yates.  He  was  the  go-between  in  a  trans- 
action of  discount  at  exorbitant  interest.  Both  as  to  Yates  and 
Bicker  there  is  this  fact  involved  in  the  principle  on  which  relief 
is  given,  that  the  value  of  this  reversionary  interest  was  perfectly 
clear,  and  both  Yates  and  Dicker  knew  that  if  Lord  Arthwr  had 
taken  it  into  the  open  market  he  could  have  obtained  money  on  it 
at  the  ordinary  rate  of  interest.  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  is 
sufficient  to  direct  an  account  of  all  moneys  actusdly  advanced  by 
Duiker  to  Lord  Arthwr  and  Lord  Albert,  or  to  their  order,  or  for 
their  use,  as  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  prefacing  this  order  by  a 
declaration  that  the  charge  is  to  stand  good  only  for  the  sums 
actually  advanced.  I  have  only  named  Dicker  in  the  account, 
because  it  is  admitted  that  Yates  never  saw  either  of  these  gentle- 
men, and  all  the  advances  took  place  through  Dicker. 
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y.-a  S.  Mr.  Dickinson  was  sabseqnenily  heard  as  to  the  costs,  and  cited 

1870  Wilde  Y.  Qibeon  (1)  and  MiUer  v.  Oook  (2) ;  but  the  Yice-Ghancellor 

•P^^  adhered  to  his  decision  as  to  the  costs. 

V. 

Yatu.  


Minutes  : — Declare  that  the  several  charges  are  to  stand  as  a  security  in  the 
hands  of  the  Defendant  John  Campbell  Dicker  for  all  moneys  actually  paid  or 
advanced  hy  J,  C,  Dicker  to  or  for  the  use  of  the  late  Defendant  Arthur  ClifUon 
and  the  Hon.  Mbert  Clinton,  or  either  of  them,  upon  the  bills  of  exchange  in  the 
said  charges  mentioned,  or  upon  any  bills  of  exchange  for  which  such  bills  were 
given  in  renewal  respectively,  together  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  £5 
per  cent,  per  annum,  and  order  and  decree  that  an  account  be  taken  of  sadi 
advances  on  the  footing  of  the  above  declaration.  Usual  redemption  decree  on 
the  same  footing.  Perpetual  injunction  to  restrain  the  DefendantSy  or  either  of 
them,  from  negotiating,  parting  with,  or  disposing  of  the  said  chaises,  or  any  of 
them.  No  costs  to  the  hearing  to  either  party.  Liberty  to  all  parties  to  apply 
as  to  sale  of  reversionary  property,  and  generally. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  W.  H.  Boberts. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant  TcUes :  Messrs.  Marshall  &  Twhmt. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant  Dicker :  Messrs.  Ddlston  &  Son. 

(1)  1  H.  L.  C.  605.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  641. 
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BOWEE  V.  SMITH.  m.  r. 

1871 


Marriage  Seltlement — Covenant  to  settle  after-acquired  Property, 

A  marriage  settlement  contained  a  covenant  that  if,  during  the  coverture, 
the  wife  should  hecome  entitled  to  any  property  of  the  value  of  £500  or 
upwards,  it  should  he  vested  in  the  trustees  upon  the  tnusts  of  the  settlement. 
After  the  marriage  a  sum  of  £5499  195.  Id.  was  bequeathed  upon  such 
trusts  as  the  wife  should  appoint.  She  executed  eleven  successive  deeds, 
several  of  them  on  the  same  day,  by  each  of  which  che  appointed  £499  19fi.  lid, 
for  her  own  separate  use  : — 

Beldj  that  the  money  in  question  was  not  bound  by  the  covenant  Ib 
the  settlement,  and  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  the  whole. 

DT  a  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Henry  and  Elizaleth 
Robinson  it  was  agreed  that  if  the  said  Mizaheth  Robinson  then 
was,  or  if  during  the  intended  coverture  she  or  H,  Robinson  in 
her  right  should  become,  seised,  possessed  of,  or  entitled  to  any 
real  or  personal  property  of  the  value  of  £500  or  upwards,  from 
any  estate  or  interest  whatsoever  (except  certain  chattels  therein 
mentioned),  then  and  in  every  such  case  the  said  H,  Robinson  and 
Mizaheth  Robinson,  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  should  assign 
and  assure  the  said  real  or  personal  property  to,  or  otherwise  cause 
the  same  to  be  vested  in,  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  upon  the 
trusts  thereby  declared. 

William  Gilliai,  the  father  of  Elizdheth  Robinson,  by  a  codicil 
to  his  will,  executed  after  her  marriage,  after  reciting  that  it  was 
his  intention  that  what  he  gave  to  her  should  be  for  her  absolute 
use,  and  not  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  bequeathed  to 
his  trustees  a  share  of  the  residue  of  his  estate  upon  such  trusts, 
to  and  for  such  ends,  intents  and  purposes,  and  in  such  manner  as 
the  said  Elizabeth  Robinson  should,  notwithstanding  her  coverture, 
appoint 

The  share  amounted  to  £5499  198.  Id.  In  order  to  entitle  her- 
self to  receive  this  sum  free  from  the  covenant  contained  in  tlie 
settlement,  Elizabeth  Robinson  executed  eleven  deeds-poll,  dated  on 
successive  days,  bnt  some  of  them  being  in  fact  executed  on  the 
same  day,  and  by  each  of  the  said  deeds  she  appointed  that 
£499  198.  lid.,  part  of  the  said  share,  should  be  in  trust  for  her 
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the  said  Elizabeth  Bohinson,  her  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  for  her  and  their  separate  use. 

The  suit  was  instituted  by  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  will,  to 
obtain  the  declaration  of  the  Court  on  the  question,  wliether  the 
sum  of  £5499  19«.  Id.  was  or  was  not  bound  by  the  covenant  to 
settle  after-acquired  property  exceeding  in  value  £500. 

Mr.  Jesael,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BagsJiawe,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Sir  B.  Baggallay,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Southgate,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Steven^  Mr. 
WickenSj  Mr.  Langworthy,  Mr.  Medd,  and  Mr,  Owen^  for  the  several 
Defendants. 

'  Lord  Eomilly,  M.K.,  considered  that  Mrs.  Bohinson  was  entitled 
to  the  whole  fund,  as  the  deeds  of  appointment,  by  each  of  which 
she  appointed  a  less  sum  than  £500  for  her  separate  use,  could  not 
have  been  executed  simultaneously,  and  the  fact  of  several  of  them 
being  executed  on  the  same  day  could  make  no  difference. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  PaJmer,  Eland,  &  Nettleship  ;  Messrs.  Young, 
Maples,  (St  Co, 


M.  R. 

1871 

Feb.  8. 


ATTREE  V.  ATTREE. 

Will^Gift  of  "all  the  rest ""— Heal  Estate. 

Testatrix,  after  a  gift  of  ber  house  and  garden  (which  were  leasehold,  though 
not  so  described)  and  several  pecuniary  legacies,  directed  tbat  "all  the  rest*" 
should  be  divided  between  the  persons  in  her  will  named : — 

JJeld,  that  the  words  included  realty  as  well  as  personalty. 

Ann  TOUBLE  ATTBEE,  by  her  will,  made  in  1861,  after 
certain  pecuniary  legacies,  gave  the  house  and  garden  called 
Underwood  **  to  Georgiana  Crornpionj'  and  after  several  other  pecu- 
niary legacies,  she  proceeded  as  follows :  "  And  all  the  rest  to  be 
divided  between  the  daughters  of  Franh  Tourle  Aiireer  She 
appointed  no  executors. 

The  house  and  garden  mentioned  in  the  will  were  of  leasehold 
tenure.  The  suit  was  instituted  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  the  only 
daughter  of  Frank  Tourle  Attree,  for  the  administration  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix ;  and  the  question  arose, 


VOL.  XL]  EQUITY  CASES.  281 

on  further  consideration,  whether  freehold  and  copyhold  estates       H.  B. 
to  which  the  testatrix  was  entitled  at  the  time  of  her  death  passed       inti 
under  the  wilL  a^eb 

V 

Mr.  Jensd,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Freeman,  for  the  Plaintiflf :—  ^'^^^ 

The  words  of  the  residuary  gift,  '^  all  the  rest/'  are  sufficient  to 
pass  real  estate.  Even  in  ancient  times,  the  Courts  gave  a  very  wide 
interpretation  to  similar  terms.  Thus,  in  Huxtep  v.  Broaman  (1), 
under  the  words,  "  all  I  am  worth,"  real  as  well  as  personal  estate 
was  held  to  pass. 

The  case  of  Bebb  v.  Penoyre  (2)  may  be  cited  on  the  other  side, 
where  a  testator  ordered  the  lease  of  his  house  to  be  sold,  and 
"all  the  rest  and  residue  "  to  be  divided  amongst  the  four  daughters 
of  his  brother ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  words  were  confined  to 
personal  estate.  But  that  decision  rested  on  the  ground  that  the 
residue  was  intended  to  be  divided  by  his  executors,  and  Lord 
ElJenborough  observed :  "  The  words  *  rest  and  residue,'  in  the  place 
in  which  they  stand  in  this  will,  and  so  accompanied,  must  meaa 
property  of  a  similar  nature  to  the  lease  of  the  house  before 
mentioned,  that  is,  his  personal  estate." 

In  Wilce  v.  WUce  (3)  the  words  "  everything  else  I  die  possessed 
of,"  associated  with  gifts  of  personalty,  was  held  to  carry  real  estate. 
So,  in  Re  Greenwich  HospUdl  Improvemeni  Ad  (4),  where  a  testator 
made  the  following  gift  to  his  wife,  "  all  my  leases,  moneys,  goods, 
furniture,  plate,  book  debts,  securities  for  money,  and  all  other 
property  of  every  description  that  I  may  be  possessed  of  at  the 
time  of  my  decease,"  it  was  held  that  the  real  estate  passed. 

The  question  here  is,  what  is  to  be  supplied  with  the  words 
"all  the  rest  ?"  We  submit  that,  as  there  is  nothing  to  limit  the 
gift  to  personal  estate,  and  as  there  is  no  principle  that  can  be 
applied  in  favour  of  the  heir-at-law,  the  word  ^^real"  as  well  as 
"  personal "  estate  must  be  supplied. 

Sir  B.  Boffffollay,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Balmer,  for  the  Defendant,  the 
heir-at-law : — 

There  are  two  classes  of  cases  where  real  estate,  though  not 

(1)  1  Bro.  C,  C  437.  (3)  7  Bing.  664. 

(2)  1 1  East,  160, 164.  (4;  20  Beav.  458. 
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H  B.      specifically  referred  to,  is  held  to  pass ;  first,  sach  cases  as  Budep 
1871        T.  Brooman  (1),  where  the  words  **  all  I  am  worth  "  clearly  point  to 

Attru  estates  of  any  kind ;  or  as  Davenpori  v.  CoUman  (2),  where  the 
generality  of  the  words,  **  whatever  I  may  die  possessed  of,"  were 
held  to  include  real  estate ;  and  secondly,  cases  where,  at  the  com- 
mencement of  a  will,  as  in  WUce  v.  Wtlce(S),  the  testator  expresses 
an  intention  of  disposing  of  his  property  of  every  kind. 

But  where,  after  a  variety  of  different  dispositions,  you  find  such 
words  as  '^  all  the  rest/'  then  you  must  look  to  see  what  those 
dispositions  are,  and  the  words  must  be  regarded  as  ejuadem 
generis.  In  the  present  will,  the  words  "  all  the  rest "  follow  gifts 
of  personalty,  therefore  they  must  be  taken  to  mean  "  all  the  rest 
of  my  personal  estate."  Besides,  it  is  "  to  be  divided,'*  a  direction 
more  applicable  to  personalty  than  to  realty. 

Mr.  WirUerbothaniy  for  the  next  of  kin. 

Lord  Eomilly,  M.R. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  words  "  all  the  rest "  include  all  the 
rest  of  the  property,  real  as  well  as  personal.  The  testatrix  here 
gives  a  house  and  garden  which  are  leasehold,  and  various  legacies, 
and  then  deals  with  "  all  the  rest."  If  she  had  instructed  any  one 
to  prepare  her  will,  and  had  directed  that,  after  certain  bequests, 
"  all  the  rest "  should  be  given  to  the  persons  named,  she  would 
naturally  be  understood  to  mean  all  the  rest  of  her  property,  of 
whatever  kind.  There  will  be  a  declaration  that  her  real  estate 
passed  under  the  will. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  SenioVy  Attree,  &  Johnson^  agents  for  Messrs- 
Husey-Hunt,  Curreij,  &  Co.,  Lewes;  Messrs.  Doyle  dt  Edwards, 
agents  for  Mr.  H.  T.  Lovegrove,  Oloueester. 

(1)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  437.  (2)  12  Sim.  588. 

(3)  7  Bing.  664. 
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INGHAM  V.  WASKETT.  M.  R. 

1871 
Practiee^^  Order  of  Revivor  arid  Supplement  after  Decree — 15  <fe  16  Vict,  c,  86,  ,^,^ 

0.  52.  Fab.  16. 

In  a  foreclosure  suit,  in  which  four  mortgagees  were  Plaintiffs,  after  decree 
and  before  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  the  Plaintiffs  transferred  the  mort- 
gage to  three  of  themselves  and  a  new  mortgagee. 

On  an  ex  parte  application  by  the  three  continuing  mortgagees  and  the  new 
mortgagee,  with  the  consent  of  the  other  original  mortgagee,  an  order  of 
revivor  and  supplement  was  made  under  15  &  16  Yict.  c.  86,  s.  52. 

1  HIS  was  a  suit  for  foreclosure  by  four  joint  mortgagees.  After 
the  common  decree  directing  an  account  of  what  was  due  to 
the  Plaintiffs,  and  payment  or  foreclosure,  and  before  the  Chief 
Clerk's  certificate,  in  pursuance  of  the  decree,  had  been  made,  the 
four  mortgagees  transferred  the  mortgage  to  three  of  themselves 
and  a  new  mortgagee. 

Mr.  Marten,  for  the  three  continuing  mortgagees  and  the  new 
mortgagee,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  other  original  mortgagee, 
applied  ^  parte  for  an  order,  under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  52, 
to  carry  on  the  decree  as  a  decree  for  an  account  of  what  was 
due  to  the  present  mortgagees,  and  for  payment  or  foreclosure 
thereupon,  similar  to  the  form  in  Seton  on  Decrees  (1). 

He  cited  Freeman  v.  Fennington  (2),  Colyer  v.  Colyer  (3), 
Matlock  V.  StiU(^),  Eohson  v.  Shearwood  (5),  and  Vibart  v.  Yibart  (6). 
A  similar  order  had  been  made  under  the  corresponding  Irish  Act 
in  North  British  Mercantile  Assurance  Company  v.  Burke  (7). 
Accounts  which  were  merely  incident  to  revivor  might  be  included 
in  the  common  order :   Williamson  v.  Jefferys  (8). 

Lord  Romilly,  M.R  : — 
The  Lords  Justices  seem  to  have  gone  as  far  as  I  am  asked  to 

(1)  Page  403,  Form  No.  3.  (5)  15  W.  R.  887. 

(2)  3  D.  F.  &  J.  295.  (6)  16  Ibid.  997. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  482.  (7)  17  Ibid.  22. 

(4)  15  W.  R.  293.  (8)  12  Ibid.  403.  *. 
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N.  R.  go.    Tou  may  take  the  order.    But  it  must  be  at  your  peril,  and 

1871  without  prejudice  to  what  I  may  do  on  au  application  to  set  aside 

Ingham  ^^^  order. 

V. 

WiBRETT.  Solicitors :  Messrs.  Davidsons,  Carr,  &  Bannister. 


M.  R.  MINET  V.  MORGAN. 

^^^  Pmctice-^Prodtietum  of  Documen ts —  Common  of  Vicinage —  Title-deeds. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  to  establish  a  right  of  common  of  yicioage  over  a 
IZjz  common  within  a  manor  of  which  the  Defendant  was  lord.    By  his  answer, 

Jan.  27, 31,  t^e  Defendant  denied  the  Plaintiff's  right : — 

Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  (1)  to  production  of  the  records  of,  and 

documents  relating  to,  Court  Barons  held  within  the  manor ;  (2)  to  the  pro- 
duction of  accounts  and  memoranda  relating  to  the  digging  of  gravel  and  cat- 
ting of  turf  on  the  oommon ;  (8)  to  have  a  list  of  the  documents  relating  to 
the  title  of  the  Defendant  as  lord  of  the  manor ;  but  (4)  not  to  have,  such 
documents  produced,  the  Defendant  stating  by  affidavit  that  they  related 
exclusively  to  his  own  title  as  lord  of  the  manor,  and  did  not  in  any  way  tend 
either  to  establish  the  rights  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff  or  to  defeat  the  Defend- 
ant's defence  to  the  suit 

1  HE  Plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  manor  and  lands  situate  in 
Kentf  known  as  the  Baldwyn's  estate.  The  Defendant  was  the 
lord  of  the  manor  of  Dariford  in  that  county,  and  as  such  the 
owner  of  a  common,  called  Dartford  Heathy  on  which  the  PlaintiflTs 
lands  abutted. 

The  object  of  the  suit  was  to  establish  the  right  of  the  PlaintiiT, 
as  owner  of  the  Baldwyn^s  estate,  to  common  of  yicinage  over 
Dartford  Heaih, 

The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  filed  on  the  26th  of  April,  1870, 
denied  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  common  oyer  the  heath ;  and  in 
answer  to  an  interrogatory  as  to  documents,  stated  that  he  had  in 
his  possession  diyers  ancient  and  other  documents  connected  with 
the  manor  of  Dartford^  and  relating  to  the  heath,  which  documents 
comprised  deeds  and  evidences  of  title  to  the  manor  and  the  heath, 
records  of  Courts  held  in  and  for  the  manor,  maps,  rentals,  and 
rent  accounts  of  the  manor,  and  accounts  of  turf,  grayel,  and  loam 
cut,  dug,  remoyed  and  sold  from  the  heath  by  the  Io<rd8  of  the 
manor ;  and  he  denied  that  the  said  documents^  or  any  of  them. 


V, 
MOBOAK. 
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evidenced  the  existence  or  the  exercise  of  the  rights  claimed  by       M.  R. 
the  Plaintiff  in  his  bill.  1870 

By  an  afSdavit  as  to  docnments  filed  on  the  same  day,  the  De-  Minbt 
fendant  deposed  that  he  had  in  his  possession  the  documents 
relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit  mentioned  in  the 
first  and  second  schedules  thereto  ;  those  in  the  first  schedule 
being  records  of,  and  documents  relating  to,  proceedings  at  Courts 
Leet  and  Ck)urts  Baron  held  for  the  manor  of  Dartford ;  and  those 
in  the  second  schedule  comprising  accounts  of  moneys  received  for 
gravel,  turf,  &c.,  taken  from  Dartford  Heath,  and  letters  and  memo- 
randa relating  to  the  digging  and  taking  of  such  gravel  and  turf; 
and  the  Defendant  thereby  objected  to  produce  the  documents  in 
the  first  schedule,  because  they  related  solely  to  the  manor  of 
Dartford  and  to  the  titles  of  land  within  or  held  of  the  same,  and 
the  rights  and  duties  of  tenants  of  the  manor,  and  the  Plaintiff  did 
not  claim  to  be  a  tenant ;  and  he  also  objected  to  produce  the 
documents  in  the  second  schedule  because  they  were  private  docu- 
ments belonging  to  the  Defendant  as  owner  of  Dartford  Heath,  and 
no  one  not  holding  a  right  of  common  over  the  heath  was  entitled 
to  production  thereof;  and  the  Plaintiff  had  not  established  such 
right,  which  was  denied  by  the  Defendant's  answer. 

On  the  14th  of  June,  1870,  the  Plaintiff  took  out  a  summons, 
calling  on  the  Defendant  to  produce  the  documents  mentioned  in 
the  schedules  to  the  affidavit,  and  also  to  make  a  further  affidavit 
stating  whether  he  had  in  his  possession  any  and  what  ancient 
documents  connected  with  the  manor,  and  relating  to  the  heath,  or 
any  and  what  deeds  and  evidences  of  title  to  the  manor  and  heath, 
or  any  and  what  records  of  Courts  held  in  and  for  the  manor,  or 
any  and  what  maps  of  the  manor. 

Sir  B,  BaggaUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kelcewich,  in  support  of  the 
application,  cited  Warrick  v.  Queens  College  (1)  and  Nod  v. 
Nod  (2). 

Mr.  H.  8.  Milman,  contra,  cited  Lett  v.  Parry  (3),  WrigM  v. 
FUt  (4),  and  Bolton  v.  Corporation  of  Liverpool  (5). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  683.  (3)  1  H.  &.M.  517. 

(2)  1  D.  J.  &  S.  468.  (4)  Law  Rep.  3  Cb.  809. 

(5)  8  Sim.  467. 
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M.  R.      Lord  Bom  illy,  M.E. : — 

1870  I  think  a  little  confusion  has  arisen  with  respect  to  the  doctrine 

MiNET      on  which  this  Court  requires  the  production  of  documents  and 
MoR(5As.     title-deeds,  and  it  is  necessary  to  distinguish  between  two  cases.  If 

a  Plaintiff  comes  into  this  Court  and  says :  "  I  am  the  owner  of 

Whiteaers,  the  legal  estate  is  outstanding ;  I  cannot  possibly  bring 
an  ejectment,  and  I  am  entitled  to  have  Whiteacre  conveyed  to 
me,  who  am  the  real  owner/'  he  cannot  compel  the  Defendant  to 
produce  his  title-deeds,  and  this  Court  will  assist  the  latter  in 
every  respect,  and  say  to  the  Pl&intiff, ''  You  cannot  look  at  one  of 
his  title-deeds  until  you   have   got  a  decree  in  your  favour." 
Accordingly,  here,  if  the  Plaintiff  claimed  to  be  lord  of  ttie  maD<Hr, 
and  came  and  asked  the  Defendant  for  the  production  of  the  deeds 
which  establish  his  right  to  be  lord  of  the  manor,  I  would  not 
allow  a  single  deed  to  be  produced,  or  anything  whatever  of  that 
description  to  be  shewn,  until  the  Plaintiff  had  established  that  be 
was  the  lord  of  the  manor.     It  is  a  very  different  thing,  however, 
when  a  man  comes  and  says :  ''  There  is  a  privity  between  me  and 
the  Defendant ;  I  am  his  tenant.     I  do  not  dispute  that  he  is  lord 
of  the  manor,  but  he  is  asserting  rights  which  are  inconsistent  with 
those  of  the  tenants,  and  therefore  I  am  entitled  to  have  produced 
all  the  documents  in  your  possession  which  shew  in  what  manner 
you  have  exercised  your  rights  and  in  what  manner  they  may  affect 
or  benefit  me."     The  question  m,  whether  the  allegations  of  this 
bill  bring  the  case  within  this  statement.    The  Plaintiff  admits  that 
he  does  not  claim  to  be  a  tenant  of  the  manor ;  he  is,  therefore,  not 
entitled  to  any  common  appendant  by  right  of  law.   But  there  are 
in  the  English  law  two  different  sorts  of  rights  of  common,  one 
being  the  right  of  common  appendant  and  the  other  being  the 
ri^ht  of  common  appurtenant.     The  right  of  common  appendant 
depends  upon  being  tenant  of  the  manor  and  having  a  right  in 
respect  of  the  tenement  held  of  the  manor.     The  right  of  common 
appurtenant  depends  upon  a  grant  from  the  lord,  and  includes 
common  of  vicinage ;  accordingly,  if  an  adjoining  owner  has  from 
time  immemorial  enjoyed  a  right  of  pasture  over  the  lord's  common, 
that  will  belong  to  that  particular  property  as  to  which  there  has 
been  exercised  that  right  from  time  immemorial,  and  the  Court 
will  assume  that  there  has  been  a  grant  from  the  original  lord 
enabling  the  owner  of  that  property,  in  respect  of  that  right,  to 
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have  the  common  of  pasturage.    Accordingly,  I  think  the  Plaintiff      M.  B. 
is  entitled  to  look  at  the  documents  for  the  purpose  of  seeing        1870 
whether  there  are  facts  to  bring  out  that  result,  not  at  all  disputing      Minbt 
the  lord's  title,  not  at  all  disputing  the  title  of  any  other  tenant.      Morgan 

It  may  appear  from  the  documents  that  a  small  rent,  for  instance,        

has  been  paid  by  the  owner  of  the  property  to  the  lord  of  the 
manor  of  Dariford  for  the  purpose  of  exercising  the  right  of 
pasturage  over  the  land ;  and  if  so,  he  is  entitled  to  see  them.  It 
is  not  that  he  is  claiming  to  take  away  property  from  him,  but  it  is 
in  respect  of  the  right,  which  is  a  very  possible  one,  which  he 
alleges,  and  he  alleges  that  the  Defendant  has  in  his  possession 
documents  which  may  establish  that  fact.  I  am  of  opinion  that  in 
that  respect  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  discovery  which  he 

seeks,  and  that  he  must  have  it. 

* 

An  order,  dated  the  8th  of  July,  1870,  was  accordingly  made 
for  production  of  documents,  and  for  a  further  affidavit,  as  asked 
by  the  summons. 


In  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  8th  of  July,  1870,  the  De- 
fendant filed  an  affidavit  on  the  19th  of  December,  1870,  in  tlie 
schedule  to  which  he  set  out  a  list  of  the  documents  in  his  posses- 
sion relating  to  the  manor  of  Dariford  ;  but  he  objected  to  produce 
such  documents,  on  the  ground  that  they  related  to  the  matter  in 
question  in  the  suit  only  as  being  parts  of  his  title  to  the  manor, 
but  no  one  of  them  related  to  the  Plaintiff's  property,  or  the 
alleged  right  in  respect  of  which  the  bill  was  filed,  or  tended  in 
any  way  to  make  out  the  Plaintiff's  title  to  such  property,  or  such 
alleged  right,  or  any  other  right  or  interest  supporting,  or  tending 
to  support,  the  Plaintiff's  claims,  or  to  defeat  in  any  way  the 
Defendant's  defence  to  the  suit. 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon  took  out  a  summons,  calling  on  the 
Defendant  to  produce  the  documents  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to 
the  affidavit  of  the  19th  of  December,  1870.  This  summons  was 
adjourned  into  Court. 

Jan.  27.     Sir  R.  BaggaUayy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  EeJcetmch,  for  the       ]87i 
Plaintiff*  ;— 
The  matter  is  concluded  by  the  judgment  on  the  former  appli- 
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M.  R.       cation ;  and  the  Defendant  ought  to  produce  these  documents.    It 

1871        is  true  he  says  they  only  relate  to  his  own  title ;  but  he  may  be 

MiNET      mistaken,  and  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  an   opportunity  of 

Mr.  Jessel,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Charles  HdU,  for  the  Defendant : — 

This  is  not  a  case  of  a  freehold  tenant  of  the  manor  claiming 
a  right  of  common.  The  Plaintiff  is  an  utter  stranger  to  tlie 
manor,  and  there  is  no  privity  whatever  between  him  and  the  De- 
fendant. Under  these  circumstances  the  Plaintiff  cannot  have 
production  of  the  Defendant's  title-deeds  any  more  than  if  he 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a  field  belonging  to  the  Defendant: 
Combe  v.  Corporation  of  London  (2). 

Sir  B,  Baggallaify  in  reply. 


Jan.  31.    Lord  Komilly,  M.R.: — 

This  is  a  motion  for  the  production  of  certain  papers.  Upon 
reading  and  considering  carefully  the  form  of  the  aflSdavit  which 
has  been  made,  I  am  of  opinion  the  Defendant  is  not  bound  to 
produce  the  papera.  I  am  of  opinion  he  was  bound  to  set  out  a 
list  of  them,  and  I  agree  with  what  I  said  upon  a  former  occasion, 
which  was  to  the  effect  that  there  was  a  distinction  between  the 
common  appendant  and  common  appurtenant  for  the  purpose  of 
production;  but  for  the  purpose  of  giving  an  account  of  what 
documents  the  parties  had,  I  did  not  think  there  was  any  dis- 
tinction between  them  at  all.  A  person  who  has  common  appur- 
tenant does  not  claim  it  as  a  tenant  of  the  manor ;  there  is  no 
privity  between  him  and  the  lord  in  that  respect ;  and  in  order  to 
have  the  lord's  documents  actually  produced,  he  must  either  shew 
that  the  right  he  claims  has  been  actually  exercised  for  a  long 
period,  or  that  the  documents  would  tend  to  establish  his  claim. 
Now  I  do  not  find  upon  the  present  occasion  that  either  of  these 
propositions  is  admitted ;  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  is  like 
a  man  claiming  a  right  of  way  over  another  man's  land,  over  which 

(1)  1  D.  J.  tfe  S.  468.  (2)  1  Y.  &  C.  Ch.  631. 
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he  has  not  as  yet  established  any  foundation  to  such  right  at  all.  ^^-l^* 

Althongh  he  may  have,  under  the  circumstances,  laid  a  foundation  1871 

for  production  of  a  list  of  the  documents,  I  think  h^  cannot  have  Hinet 

the  production  of  the  documents  themselves  for  inspection  until  mobgan. 

he  establishes  that  he  has  that  right.    Therefore  I  shall  refuse  the  

motion  for  production  of  the  documents  upon  the  present  occasion. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Dawes  &  Sons  ;  Messrs.  Carlisle  &  OrdeCL 
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v.-ca  HALL  v.  HALL. 

1871 

-^^^  Contempt  of  Defendant — Costa  of  Plaintiff—Discharge  from  Custody^Smton* 

Jan^l.  Fundr-Courts  of  Justice  {Salaries  and  Funds)  Act,  1869  (32  <fe  33  Vid, 

c.  91) — Practice. 

On  motion  on  behalf  of  a  pauper  Defendant  in  contempt,  that  he  may  be 
discharged  from  custody,  the  Court  has  no  authority,  under  the  Courts  of 
Justice  {Salaries  and  Funds)  Act,  1869,  to  order  the  costs  of  the  Flaiatiff, 
upon  his  own  application,  to  be  provided  for  by  the  Treasury. 

iHE  Defendant,  Edwin  HaU,  a  pauper,  was,  on  the  11th  of 
January,  1871,  brought  to  the  Bar  of  the  Court  for  contempt  in  not 
putting  in  his  answer  to  the  Plaintiff's  bill  in  this  cause,  and  was, 
upon  undertaking  to  put  in  an  answer  within  fourteen  days,  turned 
over  to  HoUoway  Prison. 

Mr.  Methold  now  moyed  that  the  prisoner  be  ordered  to  be 
discharged  from  custody,  he  having  put  in  his  answer. 

Mr.  Morsheadf  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

Under  the  old  practice  the  Defendant  would  have  been  detained 
in  custody  until  the  Plaintiff's  costs  had  been  paid  out  of  the 
Suitors*  Fund.  The  Court  had  power  to  order  that  the  costs  of  any 
such  prisoner  should  be  paid  out  of  that  fund:  11  Geo.  4  & 
1  Will.  4,  c.  36,  s.  15,  r.  7  ;  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  149,  s.  6  ;  DanuITs 
Chancery  Practice  (1) ;  and  the  Plaintiff's  costs  ought  to  be  pro- 
vided for  before  the  Defendant  be  discharged  from  custody.  Now, 
inasmuch  as  the  Suitors*  Fund  has  been  by  the  Courts  of  Justice 
(Salaries  and  Funds)  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  91),  transferred  to 
the  National  Debt  Commissioners,  the  Treasury  is  liable,  and 
must  provide  for  these  costs ;  and  therefore  it  is  submitted  that 
the  proper  course  will  be  to  order  the  Defendant  to  pay  the 
Plaintiff's  costs,  and  then  to  leave  him  to  obtain  them  over  from 
the  Treasury  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  13,  sch.  3,  part  2,  of  the 
recent  statute. 

Mr.  Meihold  .'—The  statutes  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  36,  s.  15, 
and  the  23  &  24  Vict,  c  149,  s.  6,  were  passed  for  the  relief  of 

(1)  4th  Ed.  p.  4C1 ;  5th  Ed.  p.  427. 
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Defendants,  and  no  such  order  as  that  asked  for  can  be  made  upoa     Y.-G.  S. 
the  application  of  the  Plaintiff:   Ward  v.  Woodcock  (1)  ;  Waikin        1871 
V.  Parker  (2).     The  only  application  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant       h^^l 
now  is,  simply  that  he  be  discharged  from  custody.    The  Debtors 
Ad,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict  c,  62),  will  prevent  the  Defendant  being 
detained  in  custody  for  the  non-payment  of  costs. 

Mr.  Morshead : — It  may  be  admitted  that  the  application  that 
the  payment  of  the  Plaintiff's  costs  should  be  provided  for  ought 
to  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant ;  and  it  ought  to  be  made 
by  him,  otherwise  a  great  hardship  may  be  inflicted  upon  the 
Plaintiff. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — If  such  an  application  be  not  made 
by  the  Defendant,  I  do  not  think  I  can  order  the  Plaintiff's  costs 
to  be  provided  for  by  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  Morshead : — In  that  case  I  would  ask  for  an  order  similar  to 
that  made  in  Bennett  v.  Chudleigh  (3),  where  the  costs  incurred  by 
means  of  the  contempt  and  of  the  application  to  discharge  were 
reserved:  or  that  the  Plaintiff's  costs  might  be  made  costs  in 
the  cause. 

Sir  John  Stuart,  V.C.  : — 

No  application  has  been  made  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  as 
to  the  payment  of  any  costs ;  and  there  seems  to  be  no  authority, 
under  the  Courts  of  Justice  {Salaries  and  Funds)  Act,  1869,  s.  13, 
to  order  payment  of  the  Plaintiff's  costs ;  nor  would  it  be  proper 
to  make  an  order  similar  to  that  made  in  the  case  of  Bennett  t. 
Chudleigh,  where  the  Defendant  undertook  to  abide  by  such  order 
as  to  costs,  and  otherwise,  as  the  Court  should  think  fit  To  make 
the  Plaintiff's  costs  costs  in  the  cause  might  result  in  their  being 
paid  by  the  wrong  person. 

The  order  will  simply  be,  that  the  prisoner  be  discharged  from 
custody  on  putting  in  his  answer. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  /.  J.  Johnson,  Solicitor  to  the  Suitors'  Fund ; 
3Ir.  If.  K.  Braund. 

(1)  5  L.  T.  (N.S.)  816.  (2)  1  My.  &  Cr.  370. 

(3)  2  Y.  &  C.  Cb.  164. 
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v.^  M.  HUNTER  V.  WALTERS. 

i«70  CURLING  V.  WALTERS. 

„-;:,_  DARNELL  v.  HUNTER. 

Nov.  16,  17,  . 
21   22  2J  • 
JJec.H,  *  Mortgage — Priority — Fraudulent  Conveyance — Negligence  in  executing 

—  Conveyance  and  signing  Receipts, 

Hunter  and  Darnell  were  two  mortgagees  of  an  estate,  the  title-deeds  to 
which  were  placed  in  the  bands  of  Walters,  a  solicitor,  in  whom  all  parties 
had  implicit  confidence. 

Waltersj  without  authority  from  any  of  the  parties,  sold  the  estate  to  a 
nominal  purchaser,  who  resold  it  to  Walters  himself,  and  the  conveyance, 
dated  in  June,  1853,  was  made  in  execution  of  a  jwwer  of  sale  in  DamtlPs 
mortgage.  Hunter  joined  in  the  conveyance,  and  both  be  and  i)ar7ieff  executed 
it  without  reading  it,  and  in  ignorance  of  its  real  nature,  believing  at  the  time 
that  it  was  a  mere  formal  deed,  which  would  not  affect  their  mortgages,  and 
both  of  them  signed  the  usual  indorsed  receipt  for  purchase-money,  without 
having  received  the  amount  of  their  charges.  Walters  then  mortgaiged  the 
tstate  to  Curling,  and  deposited  the  title-deeds  with  him.  The  interest  upoa 
the  two  prior  mortgages  having  been  regularly  paid  during  Walters'  life- 
time, the  fraud  was  not  discovered  till  his  death,  in  1865.  Three  suits  were 
instituted  to  determine  the  priority  of  the  mortgages  :•— 

Held,  that  Hunter  and  Darnell,  though  they  executed  the  conveyance  of 
1853  in  ignorance  of  its  contents,  had  passed  the  estate  to  Walters;  tbattbev 
had,  by  signing  receipts  for  the  purchase-money,  armed  Walters  with  the 
power  of  dealing  with  the  estate  as  the  absolute  owner,  and  had  thereby  given 
priority  to  Curling,  the  subsequent  mortgagee  ;  and  that  a  plea  of  purcba>e 
for  valuable  consideration  was  as  available  to  the  purchaser  of  an  equitable  as 
of  a  legal  estate. 

X  HESE  three  causes,  Hunter  v.  Walters,  Curling  y.  Walters,  and 
Darnell  v.  Hunter,  were  suits  by  three  mortgagees  of  the  Fdling 
estate,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  and  the  object  was  to  determine 
the  respective  priorities  of  the  mortgages  on  those  estates.  The 
Plaintiff,  WiUiam  Hunter,  claimed  under  a  mortgage  created  in 
1835,  and  transferred  to  the  late  Mrs.  Hunter,  whose  surviving 
executor  he  was  in  1838.  The  Plaintiff  in  Darnell  v.  Hunter 
claimed  under  a  mortgage  executed  to  the  late  Mr.  Darnell  on 
the  5th  of  December,  1839 ;  the  Plaintiff  in  Curling  v.  Walten 
claimed  under  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  late  Ralph  Wdien 
to  her  late  husband  on  the  11th  of  March,  1862. 

In  1835  John  Brandling  and  Robert  WiUiam  JBrandlirtg  were 


VOL.  XL] 


EQUITY  CASEa 


293 


the  owners  of  the  Fdling  estate.  They  executed  a  mortgage  in 
fee  of  the  25  th  of  May,  1835,  to  Qeorge  Bur  don,  for  securing 
£7200  and  interest.  By  deeds  of  the  25th  and  26th  of  December, 
1838,  that  mortgage  was,  with  the  concurrence  of  Robert  William 
Brandling,  who  had  then  become  the  sole  owner  of  the  estate, 
transferred  to  the  late  Mrs.  Hannah  Hunter.  Mr.  Ralph  Walters, 
a  solicitor  of  Newcastle,  was  the  solicitor  of  Hannah  Hunter,  and 
acted  on  her  behalf  in  all  matters  relating  to  the  mortgage  trans- 
ferred to  her.  Ralph  Walters  and  his  father  before  him  were  the 
solicitors  of  the  Hunter  family  for  fifty  years  and  upwards.  Ralph 
Walters  was  a  person  in  whose  integrity  the  highest  confidence  was 
placed  by  his  clients.  Upon  the  transfer  of  the  mortgage  all  the 
title-deeds  relating  to  the  estate  were  delivered  to  Mrs.  Hunter, 
and  were  by  her,  for  safe  custody,  lodged  in  the  bank  of  Messrs. 
Ridley  &  Co.,  of  Newcastle'Upon-Ttfne,  and  the  key  of  the  safe  was 
given  to  Mr.  Walters,  and  thus  the  deeds  were,  in  efiect,  put  in  the 
possession  of  Walters.  A  schedule  of  the  deeds  was  signed  by 
Mrs.  Hunter. 

By  the  concurrence  of  all  necessary  parties  a  second  mortgage 
was  executed  by  Mr.  Brandling  on  the  5th  of  January,  1839,  to 
Mr.  Darnell,  who  was  also  one  of  the  clients  of  Mr.  Walters,  and 
one  who  also  placed  unbounded  confidence  in  him.  Mrs.  Hunter, 
the  first  mortgagee,  died  on  the  IStli  of  July,  1840,  having  by  her 
will,  dated  in  1838,  appointed  her  sons,  the  Plaintiff  William 
Blunter  and  the  late  Henry  Hunter,  her  executors. 

By  a  memorandum  of  the  11th  of  October,  1811,  the  mortgage 
debt  of  £7200,  wliich  was  secured  to  Mrs.  Hunter,  and  which,  on 
her  death,  formed  part  of  her  assets,  was  distributed  amongst  her 
fnmily  in  this  manner :  to  Lady  Maxwell,  one  of  her  daughters, 
£2800 ;  to  the  late  Henry  Hunter,  her  son,  £2800 ;  to  the  Plaintiff, 
William  Hunter,  £1600;  making  up  the  full  sum  of  £7200.  It 
did  not,  however,  appear  that  this  arrangement  was  ever  commu- 
nicated to  the  mortgagor  or  to  Mr.  Darnell,  and  no  notice  of  it 
was  indorsed  on  the  mortgage  deed,  nor  was  the  memorandum  in 
any  way  made  to  form  part  of  the  title. 

After  the  death  of  Mrs.  Hunter,  Ralph  Walters  continued  to  act 
as  the  solicitor  for  her  children,  and  for  the  trustees  and  executors 
of  her  will.     In  the  year  1843  he  became,  and  ever  afterwards 
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continued  to  be,  the  Plaintiff  Hunter's  private  solicitor ;  and  con- 
tinued throughout  to  hold  all  the  title-deeds  of  the  Felling  estate  on 
behalf  of  the  persons  interested  under  the  will  of  Hannah  Hunter, 

The  interest  on  the  mortgage  of  £7200  was  paid  to  WaUen 
on  behalf  of  all  parties,  and  by  him  distributed  amongst  them 
according  to  their  respective  rights. 

Robert  William  Brandling^  the  mortgagor,  became  embarrassed 
in  his  circumstances,  and  on  the  21st  of  July,  1846,  he  executed  a 
deed  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  includino^  a  conveyance  of 
the  equity  of  redemption  upon  this  estate,  to  William  Lister  and 
William  Bumup,  as  the  trustees  of  that  deed. 

About  the  end  of  1851,  it  appeared  that  Walters  conceived  the 
idea  of  making  himself  the  owner,  or  the  apparent  owner,  of  this 
estate.  He  began,  therefore,  by  making  false  pretences  that  the 
Felling  mortgage  would  be  paid  off,  which  the  Hunter  family  did 
not  desire,  as  they  had  for  several  years  regularly  received  their 
interest.  He  next  told  the  Plaintiff  Hunter,  and  the  other 
members  of  his  family,  that  the  estate  had  been  sold  to  a  Mr.  Dave 
for  £200  less  than  the  mortgage  debts. 

Without  authority  from  any  one  he  put  the  estate  up  for  auction 
in  January,  1853.  He  did  not  advertise  it  to  an  extent  to  secure 
the  attendance  of  bidders,  and  he  induced  Mr.  Dove,  a  friendly 
solicitor  in  the  town  of  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  to  attend  at  this  sale. 
He  and  Mr.  Dove  bid  against  each  other,  till  Mr,  Dove  got  up  to  a 
sum  of  money  which  Mr.  Walters  thought  would  be  suflScient  for 
his  purpose,  and  the  estate  was  knocked  down  to  Dove  at  £ii050. 
Mr.  Dove,  the  nominal  purchaser,  then  entered  into  a  contract  with 
Walters  to  sell  his  bargain  to  him  for  £1.00.  After  this  proceeding, 
the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Hunter,  was  told  by  Walters,  in  a  letter  dated 
the  31st  of  January,  1853,  that  the  estate  was  sold,  and  that  he 
would  be  paid  off  in  about  six  months.  The  Plaintiff  was  also 
invited  by  Walters  to  join  him  in  purchasing  the  estate,  which, 
however,  he  declined.  Walters  instructed  counsel  to  prepare  a  con- 
veyance. The  instructions  were  to  the  following  effect :  "  I  inclose 
the  conditions  of  sale  of  this  estate,  which  was  sold  by  auction  on 
the  26th  of  January  last,  Mr.  Dove,  solicitor,  having  become  the 
purchaser.  I  have  since  contracted  with  Mr.  Dove  to  take  his 
purchase.     A  copy  of  the  memorandum  is  ahso  sent.     Mr.  Clayton 
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will  prepare  the  conveyance  from  Mr.  DarruU^  the  sebond  mort- 
gageOy  to  Balph  Wallers — consideration,  £9050.  Mr.  Dove  will 
join  in  consideration  of  £150  paid  to  him  this  day*  I  expect  Mr. 
Clayton  has  the  remaining  drafts  relating  to  this  title  to  enable 
him  to  prepare  the  conveyance.  The  first  mortgagee,  now  repre- 
sented by  William  Huntery  will  join  in  the  conveyance,  he  being 
paid  his  whole  principal  money,  £7200 ;  all  interest  having  been 
paid  to  him.  There  is  now  dae  to  Mr.  DameU,  in  respect  of  his 
mortgage,  £2000,  and  some  interest;  therefore  the  purchaser- 
money  .will  fall  somewhat  short  of  paying  the  two  mortgagees. 
AH  the  property  included  in  both  first  and  second  mortgage,  ^th 
the  exception  of  a  few  building  sites,  is  to  be  conveyed  to  me." 

The  draft  conveyance  was  accordingly  prepared  and  engrossed 
in  pursuance  of  such  instructions,  and  the  deed  was  duly  executed 
by  all  parties  on  the  Ist  of  June,  1853. 

The  parties  to  it  were  WiUiam  SurUer,  the  first  mortgagee,  the 
surviving  executor  of  the  will  of  Hannah  Hunier;  the  Reverend 
WOUam  Nicholas  DarneU,  the  second  mortgagee,  who  had  a  power 
of  sale ;  Thomas  Dove,  the  supposed  purchaser ;  and  Balph  WcJieri, 
the  actual  purchaser.  It  recited  the  mortgages,  the  sale,  the 
purchase  by  Dove,  and  the  purchase  from  him  of  his  bargain  for 
£150 ;  and  then  all  the  parties  were  made  to  join  in  the  deed 
acknowledging  the  purcha8e-*money ;  and  the  deed  contained. a 
covenant  by  Mr.  DameU  and  Mr.  Hunier  that  they  had  neither  of 
them  done  anything  to  incumber  the  property. 

The  deed  was  executed  by  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Hunier,  and  the 
late  Mr.  DameU,  and  each  of  them  signed  receipts  for  the  money 
which  was  due  to  them,  though  no  money  passed.  Dove  also 
ezectited  and  signed  a  receipt  for  £150,  which,  however,  was  not 
paid.  Mr.  Hunier,  in  giving  Ids  own  account  of  the  manner  in 
which  he  executed  the  deed,  said :  ^  I  had  been  told  by  the  said 
Balph  Walters,  early  in  the  year  1858,  that  he  was  about  to  poTf 
chase  the  mortgagors'  interest  in  the  PdUnff  estate ;  and  it  was 
folly  agreed  and  understood  between  Bcdph  Walters  and  myself, 
and  the  other  persons  interested  in  the  mortgage  for  £7200  on 
the  Fellinff  estate,  that  the  said  mortgage  was  not  to  be  paid  off 
on  the  occasion  of  the  sale  of  the  property,  which  Balph  Walters 
iK>  represented  as  taking  place,  but  was  to  remain  at  the  reduced 
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rate  of  £4  per  cent,  interest.  I  was  staying,  in  the  month  of 
June,  1853,  at  some  lodgings  in  London,  and  Balph  WaUen 
came  to  me  there  on  one  day  in  that  month,  without  having 
made  any  appointment  with  me,  and  apparently  in  a  great  hurry, 
and  placed  a  document  or  deed  before  me,  which  he  asked  me 
to  sign,  saying  that  it  was  a  mere  form  as  to  the  sale,  and  he 
at  the  same  time  stated  that  Mr.  Damettf  the  second  mortgagee, 
had  already  signed  it,  pointing  to  what  seemed  to  be  the  signatore 
of  the  said  Mr.  BameU.  I  never  understood  that  Mr.  DameU  was 
to  be  paid  off  on  the  occasion  of  the  sale,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that 
both  the  mortgages  remained  as  they  were,  and  that  Balph  WaUen 
purchased  from  the  mortgagor,  subject  to  the  two  mortgages.  The 
document  so  placed  before  me  by  Ralph  Walters  was  never  read  to 
me,  nor  was  any  part  of  it.  It  was  only  opened  by  Ralph  WaUen 
at  the  place  where  he  said  my  name  was  to  be  written.  I  under- 
stood and  believed,  from  what  was  stated  to  me  as  aforesaid  by 
Ralph  Walters^  that  the  document  or  deed  placed  before  me  simply 
transferred  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor  in  the  said  FeRinff  estate 
to  Balph  Walters,  leaving  my  mortgage  security  for  £7200  exactly 
as  it  was  before,  and  that  my  signature  as  mortgagee,  as  well  as 
that  of  Mr.  DameU,  was  a  necessary  form  on  the  occasion  of  a 
transfer  of  the  mortgagors'  interest,  but  that  the  deed  did  not  in 
any  way  relate  to  or  affect  my  mortgage  security.  In  this  belief, 
and  upon  the  total  misrepresentation  by  Ralph  Walters  to  me  of 
what  the  document  was,  and  having  complete  confidence  in  Ralph 
Walters,  as  being  my  solicitor  and  confidential  agent,  I  wrote  my 
name  upon  the  document  so  placed  before  me,  where  Roiph  WaUm 
directed  me  so  to  do." 

Upon  the  execution  of  this  deed  Walters  caused  himself  to  be 
treated  as  the  owner  of  the  estate.  His  brother,  Mr.  RAerl 
Walters,  who  had  long  been  the  receiver,  and  who  had  always  paid 
over  the  rents  to  his  brother,  as  representing  those  who  were  inte- 
rested, namely,  Mr.  Hunter  and  Mr.  DameU,  then  became  his 
}>rother's  receiver,  and  Ralplh  Wallers  was  in  every  way  recognised 
by  the  tenants  and  occupiers  of  the  estate  as  their  landlord,  and 
was  generally  known  and  reputed  in  Newcastle  and  the  neighboor- 
hood  to  be  the  owner  of  the  estate;  but  the  mortgagees,  who 
had  acknowledged  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debts^  seemed 
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to  be  the  only  persons  who  were  not  aware  of  the  altered  state  of 
things. 

Walters,  then,  being  in  possession  of  the  estate,  regularly  paid 
the  mortgagees  their  interest  down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  which 
took  place  in  April,  1865 ;  bnt  in  1862,  nearly  nine  years  after 
the  deed  of  the  1st  of  Jnne,  1853,  the  transaction  with  Mr.  Curling 
took  place  which  gave  rise  to  the  present  difScnlty  in  the  case. 
The  transactions  with  Mr.  Walters  and  Mr.  Curling  were  stated 
in  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Taiham,  who  was  Mr.  Cmiing's  solicitor  : — 
In  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1861,  Ralph  WdUerSy  accompanied 
by  his  solicitor,  Mr.  CHhsanj  of  Neweadle^  had  seyeral  interviews 
with  Mr.  Taiham  respecting  a  mortgage  security  which  Balph 
Walters  was  then  negotiating,  and  ultimately  he  asked  for  a  loan 
of  £5000  on  the  deposit  of  his  title-deeds  of  the  FeUing  estate.  Mr* 
Taiham  mentioned  the  subject  to  his  cousin  William  Curling,  who 
was  an  entire  stranger  to  Ralph  Walters^  and  had  never  heard  of 
him ;  but  as  he  happened  to  have  a  sum  of  money  upon  deposit 
with  his  bankers,  he  directed  Mr.  Tatliam,  if  he  considered  the 
security  a  proper  one,  to  accept  it  on  his  behalf.  In  pursucuice  of 
such  direction,  Mr.  Taiham  proceeded  to  make  inquiry  as  to  the 
nature  and  value  of  the  Felling  estate,  and  to  investigate  the  title 
of  Ralph  Walters  thereto,  and  he  personally  examined  the  title- 
deeds.  The  title  shewn  was  perfectly  simple  and  straightforward, 
nor  was  there  anything  upon  the  deeds  calculated  to  raise  any 
doubt  or  suspicion.  He  also  made  all  the  usual  searches  for  the 
purpose  of  discovering  if  any  judgments  had  been  registered 
against  Walters,  or  if  the  FeUing  estate  in  his  hands  was  liable 
to  any  other  charge  or  incumbrance.  He  further  wrote  to  Mr. 
Anderson,  a  solicitor  of  great  experience  in  Netaeastle,  and  requested 
him  to  give  his  opinion  of  the  Felling  estate  of  Ralph  Walters,  and 
in  answer  to  such  letter  he  received  from  Mr.  Anderson  a  very 
satis&ctory  answer  to  his  inquiry.  He  also  made  inquiries  of 
Mr.  Robert  Walters,  the  brother  of  Ralph  Walters,  and  the  receiver 
of  the  estate,  as  to  the  value  of  the  property,  and  received  from 
him  a  satisfactory  letter ;  and  he  found  that  Walters  was,  and  had 
for  many  years  beeUi  in  undisputed  possession  of  the  estate  as 
owner ;  that  he  held  a  conveyance  thereof  to  himself  in  fee  simple, 
free  from  all  incumbrances,  executed  by  all  proper  parties  and 
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duly  attested,  with  receipts  for  the  consideration-money,  signed 
by  all  proper  parties ;  that  all  the  title-deeds  of  the  estate  were 
in  his  uncontrolled  possession,  and  that  the  estate  would  form, 
in  point  of  value,  an  ample  and  sufficient  security  for  the  pro* 
posed  loan  of  £5000.  He  accordingly  accepted  the  security, 
received  the  sum  of  £5000  from  Mr.  WiUiam  Ourling,  and  pfdd 
it  over  to  Ralph  Walters.  Ralph  Walters  regularly  paid  the 
interest  on  the  £5000  down  to  and  within  a  vear  of  his  death; 
and  the  last  half-year's  interest  was  paid  on  the  17th  of  April, 
1865,  by  his  solicitor,  Mr.  CHbsan,  that  is,  three  days  only  before 
the  death  of  Mr.  Walters.  Mr.  Tatham  further  stated,  that 
throughout  the  whole  of  the  transaction  he  was  never  informed, 
and  had  no  reason  to  believe,  that  Balph  Walters  had  ever  been  or 
acted  as  the  agent  of  any  previous  owner,  or  of  any  person  pre< 
viously  interested  in  the  Fellings  estate.  He  had  every  reason 
to  suppose  that  he  had  purchased  the  same  in  manner  recited  in 
the  indenture  of  the  1st  of  June,  1853,  without  any  previous 
connection  with  the  property. 

Mr.  Anderson,  the  solicitor  referred  to,  made  an  affidavit,  in 
which  be  stated  that  Balph  Walters  was  universally  believed 
throughout  the  whole  neighbourhood  to  be,  and  was  treated  as 
being,  the  absolute  profNrietor  of  the  FeUing  estate.  He  was 
described  as  owner  in  the  rate-books  of  the  parish  of  EJeworA 
for  the  period  of  nine  years,  and  paid  his  rates  accordingly,  and 
that  he  had  performed  various  acts  of  ownership,  and  had  sold 
portions  of  the  estate  from  time  to  time  to  the  North  Eastern 
Railway  Compa/ny^  and  to  other  persons  for  building  sites. 
.  Mr.  Robert  Walters  stated,  in  his  affidavit^  that  in  the  year  1846 
he  was  appointed  agent  of  the  FeUing  estate  for  Robert  WSUan 
Brandling,  and  thenceforward  collected  the  rents  and  managed 
the  property*  He  always  sent  in  his  half-yearly  accounts  through 
Ralph  Walters.  In  the  year  1847  the  Messrs.  Htrnter  entered  into 
possession  as  mortgagees,  and  from  that  time  until  the  year  1853 
the  accounts  were  headed  with  their  names,  or  with  the  name  of 
one  of  them.  He  remembered  the  sale  of  the  estate  by  public 
auction  in  the  year  1853.  GThe  estate  was  at  such  auction  pur- 
chased by  a  Mr.  Dove,  who,  as  he  always  understood^  shortly 
afterwards  sold  it  to  Ralph  Walters,    It  was  well  known  in  the 
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neighbourhood  that  Walters  had  purchased  the  estate,  and  from  that 
time  until  his  death  he  continued  in  possession  thereof;  and  he 
himself  entirely  believed  him  to  be  the  absolute  and  undisputed 
proprietor  and  owner  of  the  estate.  Mr.  Bobert  Walters  continued  to 
manage  and  to  collect  the  rent  of  the  estate,  but  his  accounts  were 
thenceforward  rendered  to  the  said  Ralph  Walters,  He  also  sold 
boildiog  sites  on  the  estate  in  his  name  and  by  his  exclusive 
authority.  » 

The  mortgage  deed  to  Mr,  Curling  was  made  between  Walters^ 
as  the  owner  of  the  estate,  and  WtUiam  Gurlinffy  as  mortgagee.  It 
recited  the  loan,  and,  in  consideration  of  £5000  paid  by  Curling  to 
Walters,  Walters  handed  over  the  deeds,  and  covenanted  that  he 
would,  if  the  money  were  not  paid  within  six  months,  execute  a 
legal  conveyance  of  the  property.  It  was  therefore  a  delivery  of 
all  the  title-deeds  relating  to  the  estate,  a  charge  on  it  by  deed, 
and  a  complete  mortgage,  except  that  it  did  not  comprise  an 
actual  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate. 

There  was  further  evidence  to  the  effect  that  between  1853  and 
1862  various  letters  had  passed  between  Walters  and  members  of 
the  Hunter  family,  in  which  the  former  spoke  of  the  FeUing 
estates  being  still  subject  to  the  prior  mortgages. 

Sir  BaundeU  Palmer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Vaughan 
Hawkins,  for  W.  Hunter,  the  Plaintiff  in  the  first  suit : — 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  sale  of  1853  was  a  fraudulent  transact 
tion,  and  the  auction  a  sham  carried  out  for  the  purpose  of  fraud, 
or  that  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  June,  1853,  by  Hunter  and 
Darnell,  was  obtained  by  misrepresentation.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, therefore,  the  deed  is  void  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  and 
did  not  serve  to  divest  the  prior  mortgagee  of  his  legal  estate. 

If  we  assume,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  legal  estate  did 
pass  out  of  the  mortgagees  by  the  effect  of  that  deed,  a  prior  equit- 
able charge  is  not  to  be  postponed  to  a  puisne  charge,  whether  by 
reason  of  possession  of  the  title-deeds  or  anything  else,  except  on 
the  ground  of  such  conduct  as  will  raise  a  positive  equity  as  against 
the  prior  incumbrancer. 

Now,  in  this  case^  there  has  been  no  such  conduct;  the  sole 
grounds  on  which  misconduct  can  be  charged  are,  first,   that 
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WiUiam  Hunter  executed  the  deed  of  the  1st  of  Jime,  1853»  and 
signed  the  receipt ;  secondly^  that  the  deeds  were  for  ten  yean 
left  with  Walters,  These  are  the  only  facts  on  which  a  positive  equity 
can  be  built  up.  As  to  the  first,  after  Mrs.  HtuUer^s  death  the 
mortgage  debt  was  divided,  and  two  of  the  shares  did  not,  in 
equity,  belong  to  WiUiam  Ewnter^  except  as  a  trustee.  Even, 
therefore^  if  there  had  been  no  fraud  attending  the  executioa 
of  the  deed,  however  any  beneficial  interest  gf  Sv/nter  might  have 
been  affected,  that  of  his  ceetuis  que  trust  would  not  and  could  not 
be  so :  Bice  v.  Bice  (1).  If  there  had  been,  in  the  execution  of  the 
deed  of  the  1st  of  June,  1853,  that  which  amounted,  with  respect 
to  Ourlinff,  to  a  misrepresentation,  it  was  the  act  solely  of  William 
Sunter ;  and  not  being  done  either  with  the  sanction  or  even  cog- 
nisance of  these  ladies,  it  could  not  in  anywise  affect  their  interests. 
No  priority  can  ever  be  obtained  through  the  wrongful  acts  of  a 
trustee. 

At  the  very  least,  supposuig  the  legal  estate  had  passed  to 
Wcdiers  by  this  deed,  it  would  have  been  charged  in  equity  with 
the  pjB^yment  of  the  mortgage  money  purported  to  have  been  paid 
back  to  the  Rvmiers. 

Again,  let  us  suppose  that  the  prior  chaise  had  been  lost  by  the 
effect  of  this  deed.  In  the  interval  between  1853  and  1862  letters 
were  written  by  Walters  which,  in  themselves,  are  suflScient  to 
create  a  charge  as  strong  as  any  Mr.  Ourling  could  subsequently 
obtain. 

This  evidence  is  sufficient  to  constitute  an  equitable  charge  in 
our  favour,  which,  upon  the  doctrine  of  Mackreth  v.  Symmons  (2), 
will  have  priority  to  any  subsequent  charge,  and  this  priority  will 
only  be  postponed  on  proof  of  our  negligence^  or  representations  on 
our  part  conducing  to  Walters*  fraud. 

Is  this  sham  deed,  or  rather  piece  of  waste  paper,  such  a  repre- 
sentation? Can  an  equity  be  raised  against  a  person  on  the 
ground  of  this  document,  and  can  any  one  who  claims  through  a 
person  standing  in  a  fiduciary  position  (as  Walters  stood),  and  who 
has  acted  fraudulently,  set  up  his  title  as  against  those  having 
prior  equitable  interests?    In  Barnard  v.  Hunter  (3)  the  principle 

(1)  2  Drew.  73.  (2)  15  Ves.  329. 

(3)  2  Jur.  (N.S.)  1218. 
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was  affirmed,  that  those  who  take  an  assigmnent  of  an  equity  must 
take  it  subject  to  all  equities  affecting  it  at  the  time.  In  Lewin 
on  Trusts  (I),  it  is  said  that  to  maintain  the  opposite  would  be  to 
assert  that  an  equitable  conveyance  could  have  a  tortious  effect, 
which  is  contrary  to  all  the  doctrines  of  this  Court.  Nor  can  any 
person  give  an  interest  to  another  through  a  breach  of  duty :  Man' 
ningfard  v.  Tdeman  (2).  A  person  who  only  claims  in  equity,  as 
Curlinff,  cannot  set  up,  as  against  those  having  .a  prior  equity,  a 
deed  fraudulently  obtained  from  them.  Unless,  then,  Walters  can 
say  that  there  was  no  breach  of  trust  in  his  procuring  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  of  1853,  it  is  impossible  for  Curling  to  come  here 
and  claim  through  that  fraud.  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  person 
defending  himself,  but  one  who  comes  to  maintain  a  claim  in 
which  equity  will  not  assist  him :  Thorpe  v.  Hddwforih  (3) ;  Newion 
V.  Newton  (4).  His  claim  is  founded  on  a  fraudulent  act  in  a 
person  who  was  in  the  capacity  of  an  agent.  This  deed  is  a  mere 
product  of  the  fraud  which  is  the  foundation  of  Curling'$  daim, 
and  he  can  base  no  equity  whatever  upon  it:  Varley  v.  Cooke  (5). 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  : — ^In  Cdyer  v.  Finch  (6)  it  was  decided 
that  the  protection  to  a  honafde  purchaser  without  notice  is  not  to  be 
confined  to  the  case  where  he  gets  the  legal  estate.  Bice  v. 
Bice  (7)  determined  that  the  possession  of  the  title-deeds  gave 
the  better  equity.  In  Layard  v.  Maud  (8)  I  decided  to  the  same 
effect.] 

The  mere  possession  of  the  title-deeds,  though  by  a  purchaser 
for  value,  will  not  per  ee  give  him  a  better  position.  In  order  to  do 
this,  there  must  be  some  act  or  default  on  the  part  of  the  first 
incumbrancer,  as  an  acquiescence  of  some  years  without  making 
inquiry,  and  such  an  abstention  from  making  inquiry  must  be  with 
maia  mens^  and  coupled  with  a  presumption  that  it  was  intended  to 
assist  a  mortgagor  in  committing  fraud:  Cory  v.  Eyre  (9);  Huntr. 
Elmeg  (10) ;  or  there  must  be  gross  negligence  amounting  to  con- 


1870 


(1)  4th  Ed.  p.  458. 

(2)  1  ColL  670. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  139. 

(4)  Ibid.  4  Ch.  143. 
(5;  1  Giff.  230. 


(6)  6  H.  L.  C.  905. 

(7)  2  Drew.  73. 

(8)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  897. 

(9)  1  D.  J.  &  S.  14Sf. 
(10)  2  D.  F.  &  J.  678. 


HmrasB 

V. 

Waltbbs. 

CUBUKO 
V, 

Waltbbb. 
DabkhXi 

V. 
HUMTJUL 


802 


EQUITT  CASES. 


[LB. 


VrO.  M. 
1870 


HUKTEB 
V, 

Waltebs. 

GURLmQ 
V, 

Walters. 

Dabnsll 

Hunter. 


currence :  Eoberts  v.  Croft  (1) ;  Evaris  v.  Biehndl  (2) ;  ilBwi  v. 
Knight  (8) ;  or  acquiescence :  Thorpe  v.  Hddsworth  (4). 

Then,  upon  the  question  of  negligence^  consider  the  position  of 
Walters  with  respect  to  the  Hunter  family.  He  and  his  father  had 
for  fifty  years  acted  as  solicitors  to  the  Hunters.  Surely  they  were 
justified  in  committing  the  title-deeds  to  his  custody ;  and  was  not 
their  conduct  consistent  with  the  ancient  confidence  reposed  by  them 
in  the  Walters  f  But  it  is  said  that  these  deeds  should  not  have 
been  left  in  his  custody  after  the  execation  of  the  deed  of  1853, 
The  case  of  AUen  v.  Knight  has  decided  that  the  mere  fact  of 
the  title-deeds  having  been  left  by  a  mortgagee  in  the  hands  of 
the  mortgagor,  without  any  special  act  enabling  him  to  commit  a 
fraud,  will  not  postpone  the  prior  incumbrancer :  there  must  be  also 
fraud,  or  gross  and  voluntary  negligence.  That  the  title-deeds 
should  have  been  left  by  the  Hunters  with  WaUerSy  eren  after  the 
execution  of  the  deed  of  1853,  the  true  effect  of  which  they  were 
ignorant  of,  does  not  amount  to  either  fraud  or  gross  or  voluntary 
ignorance.  In  the  case]  of  Cory  v.  JEyre  (5),  Lord  Justice  AriMf 
says :  ^  The  very  first  principle  of  trusts  is,  that  the  cestui  que  trust 
places  confidence  in  his  trustee,  and  if  it  is  to  be  held  that  a  cestui 
que  trust  is  to  be  postponed  upon  the  mere  ground  that  he  did  not 
inquire  into  the  acts  and  conduct  of  his  trustee,  that  principle 
would,  as  it  seems  to  me,  be  in  a  great  measure  destroyed.**  Sub- 
stitute the  words  "  solicitor  and  client"  for  '^trustee  and  cestui  que 
trust,*'  and  the  words  apply  to  the  present  case.  In  Biee  v.  Bice  (6) 
it  was  said  that  the  Court  will  not  easily  impute  negligence,  with- 
out special  acts,  ultra  the  mere  leaving  the  deeds  in  possession  of 
the  mortgagor.  Having  regard  to  the  acknowledgment  of  WaUers, 
had  we  not  a  right  to  trust  him  ? 

Leaving  title-deeds  with  your  solicitor  is  not  such  great  negli- 
gence as  to  bring  in  the  presumption  of  mala  mens  necessary  to 
cause  a  loss  of  priority;  there  must  be  such  erassa  negligentia 
as  amounts  to  positive  proof  of  mala  mens:  Boberts  v.  Croft; 
Frazer  v.  Jones  (7). 
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But,  then,  we  say  that  this  deed  was  void  altogether :  Vorley  v, 
Gooke  (1) ;  Lee  v.  Angas  (2).  There  is  a  distinction  between  a  void 
and  a  merely  voidable  deed.  Where  void,  it  cannot  be  read  against 
the  person  executing  it  for  the  purpose  of  raising  an  equity  against 
him,  or  for  any  purpose  whatever ;  it  was  simply  incapable,  ah  initio^ 
of  passing  any  estate  or  interest  whatever.  Where  a  deed  is  void- 
able only,  the  person  may  be,  by  matter  arising  ex  post  fadOy 
estopped ;  and  it  has  been  asserted  that  when  a  deed  purports  to 
convey,  and  the  person  conveying  abandons  possession  to  the 
person  taking  under  such  fraudulent  deed,  this  has  had  the  effect 
of  confirming  the  voidable  deed.  How  can  a  mortgagee,  who  is 
not  in  possession,  be  affected  by  who  may  be  the  person  actually 
in  possession.  Ralph  Walters  himself  was  never  rightfully  in  pos- 
session. Neither  Hunter  or  Damdl  gave  up  possession  to  Balph 
Walters,  nor  was  there  any  change  in  the  possession  or  in  the 
person  receiving  the  rents. 

There  'are  two  other  points — whether  the  legal  estate  passed 
by  the  deed  of  1853,  and  whether  there  was  not  sufficient  on 
the  face  of  the  deeds  submitted  to  Curling  to  put  him  on  in- 
quiry and  affect  him  with  notice.  As  to  the  first,  we  have  got  the 
legal  estate.  The  deed  was  executed  under  a  false  representa- 
tion, as  being  merely  ancillary  to  some  other  transaction,  leaving 
the  mortgage  as  it  stood.  In  the  case  of  Offilvie  v.  Jeaffreson  (3) 
a  deed  had  been  executed  by  a  prior  mortgagee  under  a  false 
representation  by  his  solicitor,  who  afterwards  acted  as  solicitor  to 
a  subsequent  purchaser  for  value  without  notice.  There  it  was 
decreed  that  the  deed  was  wholly  void  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  it 
was  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.  Vorley  v.  Cooke  is  another 
case  in  which  a  deed  fraudulently  procured  by  a  solicitor  to  be 
executed  was  held  to  be  wholly  void,  and  to  pass  no  estate,  and  the 
subsequent  purchaser  without  notice  for  valuable  consideration  set 
aside.  Lee  v.  Angas  and  Kennedy  v.  Qreen  (4)  are  also  authorities 
to  the  same  effect. 

On  the  second  head,  as  to  notice,  should  the  Court  think  it 
necessary  to  go  into  that,  the  case  of  Kennedy  v.  Qreen  decides 
that  suspicions  circumstances  appearing  on  the  face  of  a  deed  are 
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sufficient  to  put  the  purchaser  on  inquiry,  and  thus  to  affect  him 
with  constructiye  notice  of  former  incumbrances.  Portions  of  the 
property  had  been  sold  for  building  sites,  and  the  plan  had  not 
been  altered,  consequently  the  property  did  not  agree  with  the 
plan ;  and  there  were  other  irregularities  connected  with  the  attesUr 
tion  and  signatures,  which  were  sufficient  to  lead  to  inquiries  from 
those  who  could  have  explained  the  nature  of  the  transaction. 

Mr.  GloBsSf  Q-C!.,  and  Mr.  Bighy^  for  Clement  Lider,  and  the 
persons  beneficially  entitled  under  the  trusts  of  the  creditors'  deed 
of  1846,  and  also  for  the  representatives  of  Darnell: — 

As  regards  lAster^  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  deed  of  1853 ; 
therefore,  as  far  as  he  is  concerned,  it  was  an  absolute  nullity.  iHe 
cannot  be  affected  by  the  void  exercise  of  Darnells  power  of  sale. 
Even  if  those  mortgages  were  destroyed  by  the  effect  of  the  deed 
of  1858,  he  is  still  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption. 

In  as  far  as  we  claim  for  the  representatives  of  Darnell,  we  con- 
tend, first,  that  this  deed  was  absolutely  a  nullity ;  secondly,  even 
should  it  not  be  held  such,  he  had,  by  the  effect  of  letters  and 
admissions  of  BaJph  WaUers,  a  good  equitable  charge  prior  to  that 
of  Curling  ;  and,  thirdly,  Walieri  conduct  was  such  as  to  affect 
Curling  with  constructive  notice  of  the  infirmity  of  his  title,  and  of 
the  existence  of  the  prior  incumbrances. 

With  regard  to  the  first  contention,  the  case  of  Foster  y.  Ifoe- 
Jcinnon  (1)  is  an  authority,  where  a  bill  of  exchange,  actually  a 
negotiable  instrument  in  the  hands  of  a  subsequent  holder  for 
value  without  notice,  but  signed  under  a  misapprehension,  was  set 
aside  and  declared  null  and  void.  It  was  there  held  that  it  was 
not  only  necessary  that  the  signature  should,  be  genuine,  but  that 
it  should  be  a  signature  to  a  bill  of  exchange  as  such.  Cdyer  v» 
Finch  (2)  and  Bdberis  v.  Croft  (3)  are  cases  to  the  same  effect, 
which  were  affirmed  on  appeal,  and  have  been  followed  in  many 
later  decisions.  A  thing  beginning  and  ending  in  a  fraud. is  a 
nullity,  and  of  no  effect.  The  judgment  in  Bioe  v.  Bice  (4)  seems 
to  govern  the  present  case.  DameU,  aa  second  mortgagee,  never 
had  nor  could  have  had  the  deeds,  therefore  no  laches  could  be 
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(2)  5  H.  L.  C.  905. 
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imputed  to  bim.  Was  his  execution  of  the  deed  a  representation 
on  his  part  to  mislead  Curling^  and  having  the  effect  of  postponing 
him  in  equity?  The  evidence  proves  that  his  signature  was 
obtained  under  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  by  Walters^  and 
that  he  had  no  notice  of  the  effect  of  his  execution.  To  the  end 
of  his  life  WaMeT$  treated  his  charge  as  still  subsisting.  Whatever 
negligence  he  has  been  guilty  of  was  fully  excusable  on  the  autho- 
rity of  Plumb  V.  Hewitt  (1)  and  Evans  v.  Bicknell{2).  His  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  had  no  validity,  in  so  fieur  as  he  was  ignorant  of  its 
purport  and  effect :  Llot/d  v.  Attwood  (3). 

On  the  second  point,  the  accounts  periodically  rendered  of  the 
interest  on  this  mortgage  are  admissions  in  writings  on  the  part 
of  Walters^  of  DarndTs  charge,  sufficient  to  establish  the  second 
contention. 

On  the  third  point  we  rely  on  the  suspicious  circumstances 
attending  WaUera*  supposed  acquisition  of  the  property  under  the 
deed  of  1853,  and  the  internal  evidences  of  fraud  in  his  title,  all 
of  which  led  up  to  notice  of  the  prior  incumbrance. 

Darnell  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence.  It  is  no  ordinary 
negligence,  but  culpable  negligence,  that  must  be  established  in 
order  to  postpone  a  vested  estate  or  interest.  Swan  v.  North 
Briiuih  Audrahman  Company  (4)  decides  that  execution  under  a 
misrepresentation  is  not  such  gross  negligence,  and  will  not  estop 
the  person  who  has  so  signed  from  pleading  nan  eat  factum.  In 
Fader  v.  Maokinnon  (5)  and  Edwards  v.  Brown  (6)  it  is  laid  down 
that  there  must  be  a  mind  to  execute,  and  that  if  there  is  any 
misrepresentation  it  must  be  the  immediate  cause  of  injury, 
not  a  mere  link  in  the  chain  on  which  the  fraud  depends. 
Hunter's  and  BamdTs  misrepresentation,  if  any,  was  that  they 
had  no  longer  auy  charge  on  the  property,  but  the  real  mis* 
representation  was  that  of  Walters^  in  asserting  himself  to  be  the 
owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption.  Young  v.  Orote  (7)  is  a  case 
where  the  execution  was  the  immediate  cause  of  fraud,  and  does 
not  tell  against  us. 
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Mr.  Kenyan,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Edward  Harrison,  and  Mr.  P.  Bogert,  for 
Mr.  Curling: — 

There  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  Curling  in  the  inves- 
tigation of  the  title,  nor  could  he  be  affected  with  constmctiTe 
notice.    The  title  was  fully  investigated  by  his  solicitors.     Walkn 
was  commonly  believed  in  the  neighbourhood  to  be  the  owner  of 
the  Felling  estate  after  1853 :  he  granted  leases  in  his  own  name, 
sold  building  sites  in  his  own  name,  and  performed  other  acts  of 
ownership.     His  own  brother  stated,  in  his  affidavit,  that  he  had 
always  believed  Ralph  Walters  to  be  the  owner,  and  he  had 
always  accounted  to  him  for  the  rents  as  such.     Hunter  must 
have  known  that  Walters  assumed  to  be  the  purchaser,  for  in 
February,  1853,  Walters  asked  Hunter  whether  he  would  join  him 
in  the  purchase.    As  to  whether  a  deed  obtained  through  frau- 
dulent misrepresentation  is  incapable  of  being  the  foundation 
of   an    equitable  interest  in  another,   it   may  be  stated  that 
the  case  of  Kennedy  v.  Oreen  (1)  was  doubted  as  an  authority 
by  Lord  St.  Leonards  (2),  and   it   turned  principally  on  the 
exceedingly  suspicious  circumstances  patent  on  the  face  of  the 
deed,   stamping  it  as   fraudulent,  irrespective   of  its  contents, 
and  also  on  the  fact  of  the  same  solicitor  having  acted  for  all 
parties,  so  as  to  bring  in  constructive  notice  through  an   agent. 
Curling  never  employed  Walters  as  his  solicitor.    Where  one  of 
two  innocent  persons  must  suffer  by  the  fraud  or  negligence  of  a 
third,  whichever  of  the  two  gives  him  credit  must  bear  the  con- 
sequences:   Fitzherhert  v.  Mather  (3);    Lynch  v.  Dunsford  (4); 
Proudfoot  V.  Montefiore  (5) ;    Young  v.  Chote  (6) ;    Majoribanks  v. 
Hovenden  (7) ;  Tayler  v.  Oreal  Indian  Peninsula  Baihoay  Com- 
pany (8) ;  Wiffiington  v.  Tate  (9) ;  Perrin  v.  Burbey,  before  Vice- 
Chancellor  Malins,  June  9, 1869.     In  Ogilvie  v.  Jeaffreson  (10) 
and  Vorley  v.  Cooke  (11),  which  have  been  cited  against  us,  con- 
structive notice  was  implied  from  the  fact  that  the  person  who 
committed  the  fraud  was  the  solicitor  to  all  parties.    Eyre  v.  Sur- 


(1)  3  My.  &  K.  699. 

(2)  Vend.  &  Pur.  10th  Ed.  vol  ill. 

p.  475. 

(3)  1  T.  R.  12. 

(4)  14  East,  494. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  511,  522. 


(6)  4  Bing.  253. 

(7)  Dru.  11. 
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(10)  2  Giff.  353. 

(11)  1  Ibid.  230. 
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mester  (1)  is  in  our  favour,  for  Lord  Oranwarth  expressly  said :  ^  If 
the  adyauce  had  been  made  on  the  faith  of  the  title  whioh  the 
release  gave,  the  case  would  have  been  different."  There  the 
money  was  advanced  before  the  release  was  executed,  and  the 
release  was  obtained  by  fraud  to  secure  the  bank  advancing  the 
money  to  8adleir» 

This  deed  is  not  void  absolutely,  but'  voidable.    It  could  only 
be  void  when  executed  under  complete  misapprehension.    Now 
Hunter  was  under  no  such    misapprehension.      Thoroughgaod'a 
Ckue  (2)  shews  only  that  a  deed  is  void  where  it  has  not  been 
read  over  to  the  party  executing  it,  and  who  has  required  it  to  be 
read  to  him.    As  to  whether  a  fraudulent  deed  can  support  an 
equity  in  an  innocent  third  person  claiming  under  it,  we  may  cite 
the  cases  of  Doe  v.  Martyr  (3),  White  v.  Garden  (4),  and  Kings- 
ford  V,  Merry  (5),  in  all  of  which  a  purchase  obtained  from  a 
vendor  selling  under  a  fictitious  title  fraudulently  obtained  was 
held  good,  the  void  deed  being  made  good  by  niM/st  ex  post  facto. 
Even  allowing  that  HvmieT  and  DameU  had  re-established  them- 
selves, through  the  admissions  of  WalterSj  as  equitable  incum- 
bnmcers,  prior  to  Curling's  charge,  their  priority  in  point  of  time 
is  not  alone  sufiicient  to  give  them  the  better  position.    In  Biee  v. 
Rice  (6),    Vice-Chancellor   Kindersley    expressly   afiirmed    that 
priority  in  time  could  only  be  considered  a  ground  of  preference 
where  the  equities  are  in  all  other  respects  equal.  The  possession  of 
the  title-deeds  would  disturb  the  balance,  as  also  would  the  laches 
of  which  the  first  incumbrancers  might  have  been  guilty :  Layard  v. 
Maud  (7).     The  case  of  Thorpe  v.  Holdsworth  (8)  does  not  exactly 
touch  the  point  in  Layard  v.  Maud,     Thorpe  v.  Soldsworth  decided 
that  the  title-deeds  should  not  be  detained  by  the  second  mortgagee 
unless  he  had  the  legal  estate^  or  the  best  right  to  call  for  it    We 
say  that  our  custody  of  the  title-deeds  gives  us  (in  a  concurrence  of 
equitable  incumbrances)  the  best  right  to  call  for  the  legal  estate. 
The  case  of  Worthington  v.  German  (9)  decided  that  the  relsr 
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tionship  of  solicitor  and  client,  supposing  it  to  have  existed,  will 
not  shelter  a  first  inenmbranoer  from  the  results  of  allowing  the 
deeds  to  come  into  the  hands  of  an  innocent  third  party.  And  in 
Waldron  y.  Sloper  (1)  it  is  laid  down  that  though  a  mortgagee 
may  leave  the  deeds  for  some  little  time  in  possession  of  the 
mortgagor,  he  may  not  leave  them  there  ad  infinitum  without 
making  any  inquiry  after  them.  This  was  followed  by  Hewitt  t. 
Loasemore  (2).  Was  Gurling'z  conduct  such  as  to  affect  him  with 
constructive  notice  ?  It  is  not  asserted  that  he  designedly  abstained 
from  making  inquiry ;  and  therefore^  on  the  authority  of  Jbti^s  v. 
Smith  (3),  he  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  grossly  negligent.  The 
definition  of  constructive  notice  given  by  Yice-Chancellor  Wigram 
in  this  case  certainly  does  not  apply  to  such  as  we  have  here» 

There  is  no  recent  case  in  which  a  second  mortgagee  having  the 
title-deeds  has  ever  been  postponed.  The  contrary  was  decided 
in  Dauie  v.  Saunders  (4).  In  In  re  Overend,  Qumey^  dt  Co.  (5)  a 
contract  obtained  by  fraud  was  held  not  to  be  void,  but  voidable 
only,  and  subject  to  the  rights  of  third  parties. 
.  [Marfinee  t.  Cooper  (6),  Brigge  t.  Jones  (7),  and  Jones  v.  Bkini^ 
before  Yice-Ohancellor  James^  July  23,  1869,  were  cited  on  the 
points  of  constructive  notice.] 

Mr.  Stevens^  for  Elizabeth  Walters^  the  personal  representative  of 
:Ralph  WaU&rs. 

Mr.  Langworthy^  for  Catherine  Walters,  a  trustee  under  the  will 
o{  BaJph  Walters. 

Sir  BoundeU  Palmer,  in  reply : — 

'  In  1853  Walters  was  aware  that  the  beneficial  interest  in  this 
mortgage  had  been  divided,  and  that  Hunter  stood  in  the  position 
of  trustee.  He  comes  to  William  Hunter,  a  trustee  for  the  persons 
beneficially  interested,  and  by  a  misrepresentation  induces  him 
to  execute  this  deed  without  their  concurrence  or  authority,  or 
participation  in  anywise  whatever.     The  principles  of  this  Court 


(1)  1  Drew.  193, 
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will  not  allow  them  to  be  postponed  in  favour  of  a  subsequent 
equitable  incumbrancer  because  of  the  default  of  their  trustee. 
But  this  is  not  all:  the  whole  transaction  is  fictitious  for  the 
purpose  for  which  the  deed  was  executed.  It  purported  to  be  a 
sale  by  a  second  mortgagee,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  first 
mortgagee.  The  first  charge  could  not  be  displaced,  except  by 
the  exercise  of  their  power ;  there  was  in  the  eye  of  the  law  and 
in  equity  no  such  exercise,  because  of  the  fraud  and  misapprehen* 
sion  connected  with  it ;  and  therefore  no  interest  whatever  passed 
to  WaJters.  If  any  had  passed,  Watters  would  still  have  been 
trustee  for  the  original  incumbrancers. 

As  regards  the  cases  cited  against  us,  in  Oory  v.  Eyre  (1)  it  was 
held  that  a  fraud  prao^sed  by  a  trustee  upon  a  cestui  que  truat 
could  not  postpone  the  cestui  que  trust  to  a  third  person.  In 
Riee  v.  Rice  (2)  it  was  admitted  that  it  was  impossible  to  post- 
pone a  cestui  que  trust  through  a  fraud  practised  on  the  cestui 
que  trust  by  his  trustee.  It  was  argued  that  those  who  trust  most 
must  suffer  most^  but  the  cases  of  Boberts  v.  Croft  (8)  and  Hunt 
T.  Mmes  (4)  restrict  the  universal  application  of  this  rule,  and 
negative  the  idea  that  parties  are  to  be  postponed.  In  the  ordinary 
course  of  business  we  had  a  right  to  leave  the  deeds  in  the  custody 
of  our  solicitor.  The  limits  of  the  doctrine  that  the  Court  will  not 
take  away  the  title-deeds  from  a  subsequent  equitable  incumbrancer 
without  notice,  are  distinctly  marked  out  in  AUen  v.  Knight  (5), 
Cory  V.  Eyre^  and  Newton  v.  Newton  (6).  But  the  possession  of 
the  title-deeds  is  not  what  we  seek.  The  rule  has  no  application 
to  this  case:  we  cannot  escape  administration  of  the  estate  for 
the  creditors,  according  to  their  priorities.  Tayler  v.  Oreai  Indian 
Peninsula  Batlway  Company  (7)  bears  upon  the  amount  of  negli- 
gence and  representation  Hunter  and  Darnell  were  guilty  of  in 
executing  the  deed  of  1853.  There  the  distinction  was  made 
between  an  act  which  was  the  immediate  cause  of  a  fraud  bein^: 
committed,  and  one  which  only  mediately  subserved  that  purpose 
in  the  hands  of  a  fraudulent  person.    There  it  was  held  that  there 
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was  no  fraud  in  getting  the  signature,  but  only  in  the  use  made  of 
it.  Withingion  v.  Tale  (1)  was  a  case  of  fraud  committed  by  a 
solicitor  who  received  purchase-moneys  having  no  authority  to  do 
so  at  the  time ;  and  it  was  expressly  held  that  the  authority  be 
afterwards  obtained  could  not  operate  retrospectively  so  as  to  bind 
his  clients.  But  the  solicitor  was  not  in  a  fiduciary  position,  as  here ; 
and  it  was  remarked  in,  the  judgment,  '^It  is  not  every  agent  that 
stands  in  a  fiduciary  relation."  Eyre  t.  Burmester  (2)  is  difr- 
tinctly  an  authority  in  our  favour ;  for  there  Eyre  was  no  trustee, 
but  dealt  with  his  own  property.  Perry-Herrick  t.  AUwooi  (3) 
shews  that  possession  of  title-deeds  by  a  second  incumbrancer  most 
have  been  through  some  neglect  or  default  of  the  prior  incum- 
brancer. Jone9  y.  Bhind  appears,  at  first,  as  if  it  could  not  be 
reconciled  with  Allen  v.  Knight  (4) ;  but  the  deeds  there  had  been 
left  for  twenty-four  years  in  possession  of  the  mortgagor,  and  it 
was  held  that  this  was  a  case  of  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the 
first  mortgagee,  and  that  he  had  constructive  notice  of  the  second 
mortgage.  The  parties  in  Layard  v.  Mc^tid  (5)  were  at  arm's 
length,  and  there  was  no  fiduciary  relation  existing.  The  cases 
of  Fitzherherl  v.  Maiher  (6),  Lynch  v.  Ihmsford  (7),  and  Prowl- 
foot  y.  Moniefiore  (8),  were  insurance  cases,  and  turned  on  quite  a 
difierent  point,  viz.,  as  to  whether  parties  were  bound  by  the  acts 
of  their  agents  —  not  trustees;  and  they  have  no  application. 
Kennedy  v.  Qreen  (9)  and  Tharoughgood^s  Case  (10)  shew  that  a 
deed  based  on  fraud  is  void  altogether.  It  is  not  merely  voidablei 
in  the  sense  that  the  person  executing  it  had  authority  to  rescind 
jt,  but  it  is  not  his  deed  at  all.  In  the  latter  case,  the  third  point 
resolved  was,  that  a  deed  was  void  not  only  because  it  has  not  been 
read  over  to  the  party  executing  it,  but  because  there  has  been 
misrepresentation.  The  cases  of  WhUe  y.  Garden  (11)  and  Kingsford 
v.  Merry  (12)  were  cases  of  mercantile  contracts,  and  do  not  apply 
here.  The  case  of  In  re  Overend,  Ourney,  &  Co,  {V6)  makes  a  distino- 
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tion  between  void  and  voidable  deeds,  and  decides  that  a  deed  is 
voidable  only  where  the  person  has  been  defrauded  in  re  ipsa, 
and  the  deed  fraudulently  obtained  is  the  immediate  cause  of  loss. 
Here  there  was  no  intention  of  placing  the  estate  in  Walters* 
hands,  and  the  deed  could  only  cause  loss  through  further  fraud 
on  his  part. 

Mr.  Glasse: — If  Darnell  exercised  the  power  of  sale  through 
fraudulent  representation  on  Walters'  part,  it  was  no  exercise  at  all, 
and  void  in  toto.  The  case  of  Jones  v.  Thomas  (1)  proves  this  con- 
clusively, it  being  a  case  running  on  all-fours  with  the  present. 
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Dec.  14.    Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

These  three  suits  were  fully  and  ably  argued  before  me  on  five 
days  of  last  term.  The  transactions  relating  to  the  estate  are  of  an 
■extraordinary  character,  and  it  is  necessary  to  state  them  some- 
what in  detail : — [His  Honour  then  stated  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  as  already  set  forth,  and  continued : — ^] 

The  dates  of  the  respective  mortgages  would  settle  their  priori- 
ties, unless  there  were  circumstances  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
ordinary  rule — qui  p-ior  est  tempore  potior  est  jure.  But  what  1 
have  to  decide  is,  which  of  three  innocent  parties  is  to  suflfer  by 
the  fraud  of  the  fourth,  namely,  Ualph  Wallers.  It  cannot  be 
■denied  that  Mr.  Darnell  and  Mr.  Hunter  were  most  negligent  in 
signing  the  receipts  for  the  mortgage  money,  indorsed  upon  the 
deed  of  the  1st  of  June,  1853,  without  receiving  the  money,  or 
even  making  inquiry  when  they  were  to  receive  it.  The  execution 
of  a  deed  under  the  influence  of  confidence  reposed  in  the  solicitor 
who  presents  it  for  execution  is  intelligible,  and  in  the  present 
•case  the  mere  execution  of  the  deed  of  the  Ist  of  June,  1853, 
would  have  been  harmless  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  signing  of  the 
receipts  for  the  money,  which  are  in  form  so  plain  and  intelligible, 
that  I  am  quite  unable  to  find  any  excuse  for  it.  There  is  no  pos- 
sible excuse  for  their  not  knowing  what  they  were  signing.  The 
43ums  stated  to  be  received  by  Mr.  Hunter  and  Mr.  Darnell  re- 
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spectiyely  are  in  large  and  conspicuous  figures,  and  no  one  could 
have  failed  to  understand  the  effect  of  the  receipt  clause ;  bat,  not- 
withstanding  this,  no  money  was  ever  paid  by  Walters  to  either  of 
them.  Did  they  not  then^  by  signing  the  receipt,  in  the  language 
of  Sir  Bichard  Kindersley,  in  Bice  v.  Bice  (1),  yoluntarily  arm  the 
purchaser  Walters  with  the  means  of  dealing  with  the  estate  as  the 
absolute  legal  and  equitable  owner,  free  from  every  shadow  of 
incumbrance  or  adverse  equity  ?  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  did. 
It  was  not  denied  in  the  argument  by  the  counsel  for  the  two  first 
mortgagees,  that  if  Curling's  solicitor  had  written  to  them  to  know 
if  these  mortgages  had  been  paid  off,  and  they  had  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  they  would  have  been  bound,  though  in  fact  they  had 
not  been  paid.  Did  tliey  not  by  the  receipt  say,  and  do  they  not 
continue  to  say  to  all  persons  dealing  with  the  estate,  "  We  %re 
paid,  and  you  need  not  make  any  more  inquiries  of  us  ?"  I  am  of 
opinion  that  they  do. 

In  the  absence  of  authority,  therefore,  I  should  without  diflSculty 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  Mr.  Darnell  and  Mr.  Hunter 
have,  as  between  themselves  and  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  mort- 
gagee of  the  estate,  bound  themselves  by  the  receipts,  and  thereby 
given  priority  to  the   subsequent  mortgagee,  who  took  without 
notice  that  they  had  not  been  paid.     There  is  distinct  authority  in 
favour  of  this  view  in  Bice  v.  Bice,  a  case  very  much  commented 
upon  in  the  argument,  frequently  referred  to,  and,   I  think,  a 
most  excellent  authority.     The  vendor  of  an  estate  not  having 
received  the  purchase-money,  executed  a  conveyance  and  also  a 
receipt  for  the  purchase-money  in  the  usual  form,  like  the  present 
on  the  back  of  the  deed.     The  purchaser,  not,  as  in  this  case,  after 
the  lapse  of  nine  years,  but  the  very  next  day,  deposited  the  title- 
deeds,  including  the  purchase  deed  so  executed,  and  receipts,  witli  a 
bond  fide  mortgagee  for  value.     Then  the  vendors  filed  the  bill  to 
have  it  declared  that  they  had  a  lien  upon  the  land  against  the  mort- 
gagee because  the  purchase-money  was  unpaid.     But  the  decision  of 
Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley  was  perfectly  distinct,  and  has  been  re- 
cognised ever  since.    It  is,  I  think,  one  of  the  leading  authorities  we 
have,  and  I  read  only  one  paragraph  of  his  judgment  (1),  which  Ithink 
is  conclusive  on  the  present  case.  He  says :  "  Indeed,  it  appears  to 

(I)  2  Drew.  83. 
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me  that  in  all  cases  of  contest  between  persons  having  equitable 
interests,  the  conduct  of  the  parties  and  all  the  circumstances  must 
be  taken  into  consideration  in  order  to  determine  which  has  the 
better  equity.    And  if  we  take  that  course  in  the  present  case, 
ererything  seems  in  favour  of  the  Defendant,  the  equitable  mort- 
gagee.   The  vendors,  when  they  sold  the  estate,  chose  to  leave 
part  of  the  purchase-money  unpaid,  and  yet  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  purchaser  a  conveyance  by  which  they  declared  in  the  most 
solemn  and  deliberate  manner,  both  in  the  body  and  by  a  receipt 
indorsed,  that  the  whole  purchase-money  had  been  duly  paid." — 
Precisely  the  case  here. — "  They  might  still  have  required  that  the 
title-deeds  should  remain  in  their  custody,  with  a  memorandum,  by 
way  of  equitable  mortgage,  as  a  security  for  the  unpaid  purchase- 
money,  and  if  they  had  done  so  they  would  have  been  secure 
against  any  subsequ<3nt  equitable  incumbrance ;  but  that  they  did 
not  choose  to  do,  and  the  deeds  were  delivered  to  the  purchaser. 
Thus  they  voluntarily  armed  the  purchaser  with  the  means  of 
dealing  with  the  estate  as  the  absolute  legal  and  equitable  owner, 
free  from  every  shadow  of  incumbrance  or  adverse  equity.    In 
truth  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  purchaser,  in  mortgaging  the 
estate  by  the  deposit  of  the  deeds,  has  done  the  vendors  any  wrong, 
for  he   has  only  done  that  which  the  vendors  authorized  and 
enabled  him  to  do.    The  Defendant,  who  afterwards  took  a  mort- 
gage, was  in  effect  invited  and  encouraged  by  the  vendors  to  rely 
on  the  purchaser's  title.    They  had,  in  effect,  by  their  acts  assured 
the  mortgagee  that,  as  far  as  they  (the  vendors)  were  concerned, 
the  mortgagor  had  an  absolute  indefeasible  title  both  at  law  and 
in  equity." 

A  similar  decision  was  pronounced  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in 
the  case  of  Worthington  v.  Oerman  (1) ;  and  this  was  a  case  of 
trust  money ;  and  so  far,  therefore,  it  meets  one  of  the  arguments 
particularly  pressed  upon  me  by  Sir  BatrndeU  PaJmer.  There  the 
mortgagee  got  bis  foreclosure  decree,  and  those  who  sought  to 
impeach  the  transaction  had  their  bill  dismissed  with  costs. 

It  appeared  to  me  to  be  conceded  by  the  counsel  for  the  two 
first  mortgagees,  that  if  Mr.  Curling  had  taken  a  conveyance  of 
the  legal  estate,  he  would  have  gained  priority  over  them.    That 
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appears  to  me  to  be  the  only  act  of  omission  oa  the  part  of 
the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Curlhig.  Much  stress  was  laid  upon  the  fact 
of  his  not  having  done  so ;  but  in  both  the  cases  I  have  just  cited 
the  mortgages  were  by  mere  deposit  of  title-deeds,  and  yet  the 
priority  was  gained;  and  in  Cohjer  v.  Finch  (1),  an  authority  cited 
and  relied  upon  by  Sir  Bouniell  Palmer,  it  was  decided  that  a  plea 
of  purchase  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice  is  as  available 
to  a  purchaser  with  an  equitable  estate  only,  as  to  one  with  the  legal 
estate.  There  are  many  other  authorities  to  the  same  effect,  which 
are  all  collected  by  Lord  St  Leonards,  in  his  book  on  Vendors 
and  Purchasers,  relating  to  a  plea  of  purchase  for  valuable  con- 
sideration without  notice,  and  he  comes  to  the  same  conclusion. 
Indeed,  the  authority  cited  of  Colyer  v.  Finch  had  settled  that  this 
defence  is  as  available  to  a  purchaser  of  an  equitable  estate  as  of 
a  legal  estate.  I  cannot,  therefore,  accede  to  the  objection  taken 
to  Curling^s  mortgage,  which  is  founded  on  the  want  of  the  legal 
estate. 

Much  reliance  was  placed  by  the  counsel  for  Mr.  Banter  and 
Mr.  Darnell  on  the  case  of  Kennedy  v.  Green  (2).  Apart  from  the 
particular  circumstances  attending  the  form  of  the  deed,  which 
were  held  to  put  the  purchaser  upon  inquiry,  the  facts  of  that 
case  were  almost  identical  with  the  present  There  the  Plaintiff, 
Mi-s.  Kennedy,  upon  a  false  representation  made  to  her  by  her 
solicitor  Bosioch,  a  solicitor  in  whom  she  also  placed  unbounded 
confidence,  executed  a  deed  which  he  told  her  was  a  better  security 
for  her  money,  but  which  was,  in  fact,  an  assignment  of  the  mort- 
gage to  himself  in  consideration  of  the  full  amount  of  the  mort- 
gage-money, stated  to  be  paid  by  him.  Armed  with  this  deed, 
Bodoch  sold  and  assigned  a  leasehold  property  comprised  in  the 
mortgage  to  his  father-in-law,  Kirhy,  who,  without  employing  any 
other  solicitor,  accepted  the  title  and  paid  the  purchase-money  to 
Bosioch.  It  was  decided  by  Sir  John  Leach  and  Lord  Brougham 
that  Kirby  was  bound  by  all  that  would  have  been  discovered  by 
an  independent  solicitor  acting  on  his  behalf,  and  that  such  a 
solicitor  would,  from  the  appearance  of  the  deed  executed  by  the 
Plaintiff,  have  made  further  inquiries,  which  would  have  led  to  the 
discovery  of  the  fraud  practised  by  Bostoeh,  and  that  he  was,  con- 
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sequently,  bound.  But  it  is  plain  that  both  those  learned  Judges 
would  have  held  the  Flaiutifif  to  be  bound  by  the  receipt  signed 
by  her^  if  it  had  been  in  the  usual  form  and  in  the  usual  place. 
And  with  .regard  to  that  case.  Lord  8L  Leonards,  in  commenting 
upon  it  in  MarjoribanJcs  v.  Hovenden  (I),  says :  **  It  always  occurred 
to  me  that  a  very  good  answer  could  have  been  given  to  the  argu- 
ment, that  if  Kirhy,  the  mortgagee,  had  looked  at  the  deed,  he  must 
have  discovered  the  fraud,  namely,  why  did  not  you,  the  Plaintiff, 
look  at  the  deed  yourself,  and  thus  prevent  the  occurrence  of  the 
original  fraud,  which,  but  for  your  own  culpable  negligence,  would 
never  have  been  committed  ?"  Now  there  was  the  excuse  there 
that  Mrs,  Kennedy  was  an  aged  widow  ]ady,  unacquainted  with  busi- 
ness. In  the  present  case,  Mr.  Darnell,  from  all  I  have  heard,  was 
a  man  of  eminent  ability  and  learning,  and  perfectly  competent ; 
and  although  eighty  years  of  age,  perfectly  able  to  attend  to 
his  business.  Mr.  Hunter,  also,  is  a  gentleman  of  education  and 
position ;  and  yet  neither  of  them  would  take  the  trouble  to  read 
receipts  which  they  sign  for  these  large  sums  of  money.  There- 
fore it  is  an  observation  that  is  applicable  here,  that  the  fraud 
could  not  have  happened  if  they  themselves  had  looked  at  what 
they  were  signing.  This  observation  of  Lord  St  Leonards  applies 
with  peculiar  force  to  the  present  case,  in  which  the  fraud  com- 
mitted by  Walters  would  have  been  impossible  if  Mr.  Hunter  and 
Mr.  Darnell  had  simply  refrained  from  signing  the  receipts,  or, 
having  signed  them,  had  kept  the  deeds  in  their  possession  till 
they  received  the  money,  as  the  unpaid  vendor  did  in  Worthingion 
V.  Morgan  (2),  and  thereby  preserved  his  priority  as  against  a  sub- 
sequent incumbrancer  of  the  vendee.  Cory  v.  Eyre  (3)  was  also 
relied  upon  in  the  argument  against  Mrs.  Curling.  There  the 
Plaintiff,  Mr.  Eyre,  took  a  mortgage  in  the  name  of  John  Sadleir, 
and  took  a  declaration  of  trust  only  from  him,  leaving  the  mort- 
gage deed  in  Sadleir's  possession,  Sadleir  then,  representing  him- 
self as  the  owner  of  the  mortgage  debt»  as  he  was  well  enabled  to 
do  by  the  possession  of  the  mortgage  deed,  no  other  name  ap- 
pearing, borrowed  a  large  sum  of  money  of  his  bankers  upon  the 
deposit  of  the  mortgage  deed,  and  it  was  held  (I  must  confess. 
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somewhat  to  my  surprise,  and  I  say  so,  after  having  again  and 
again  considered  the  case)  that  Eyre  had  not  been  guilty  of  Budi 
negligence  as  to  make  the  security  of  the  bank  good  against  him. 
But  there  Eyre  had  not  done  any  positive  act — it  was  a  simple 
omission  to  require  possession  of  the  deed ;  and,  in  his  judgment 
in  that  case,  the  Lord  Justice  Turner  says  (1):  "The  Appellants" 
(that  is,  the  County  Bank,  the  bankers  who  had  lent  Sadleir  the 
money)  "  relied  upon  Waldron  v.  Sloper  (2),  Bice  v.  Bice  (3),  and 
Perry-Herrick  v.  Attwood  (4) ;  but  the  case  of  Waldron  v.  SZoper 
differs  so  materially  in  its  circumstances  from  the  present  case  that 
it  is  unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion  upon  it ;  and  as  to  the  other 
cases,  in  Bice  v.  Bice  the  party  claiming  the  prior  equity  had 
executed  a  deed  in  which  he  had  acknowledged  to  have  received 
the  amount  which  he  claimed."  This  shews,  I  think,  that  the  Lord 
Justice  Turner  would  have  considered  Eyre  bound  if  he  had 
signed  a  receipt  for  the  mortgage  debt  from  Sadleir.  This  was 
followed  by  Eyre  v.  Burmester  (5),  arising  out  of  the  same  sort  of 
transactions  between  Mr.  Eyre  and  the  same  John  Sadleir.  These 
authorities  appear  to  me  to  adopt  to  the  full  extent  the  doctrine 
established  by  the  decision  of  Sir  Bichard  Kindersley,  in  Bice  v. 
Bice,  that  a  vendor  or  mortgagee,  by  executing  a  conveyance  or 
transfer  of  mortgage,  and  signing  the  usual  receipt  for  the  par- 
chase  or  mortgage  money,  puts  it  in  the  power  of  the  person  in 
whose  favour  the  deed  is  executed  and  the  receipt  given,  to  commit 
a  fraud,  and  must  be  bound  by  the  consequences.  I  am,  therefore, 
of  opinion  that,  as  between  Mr.  Hunter  and  Mr.  Darnell  and 
Curlinff,  the  two  former  are  precluded  by  the  receipt  they  have 
signed  from  the  right  to  deny  that  they  received  the  money  which 
they  have  acknowledged  to  have  received. 

With  regard  to  the  effect  of  the  possession  of  the  deeds  by  one 
of  two  equitable  incumbrancers,  I  do  not  see  any  reason  to  depart 
from  what  I  decided  on  the  subject  in  Layard  v.  Maud  (6),  and 
also  in  the  case  of  Perrin  v.  Burbey.  Two  cases  were  relied  upon 
— both  decisions  of  Sir  John  Stiuirt — that  is,  Vorley  v.  Cooke  (7) 


(1)  1 D.  J.  &  S.  170. 
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«nd  OgUvie  v.  Jeaffre^on  (1).  Vorley  v.  Cooke  (2)  was  a  case  in 
which  an  attorney  presented  a  deed  for  execution  by  his  client,  tell- 
ing him  it  was  a  covenant  to  prodnce  title-deeds.  It  was,  in  fact^ 
a  mortgage  from  the  client  to  the  attorney,  and  therefore  a  gross 
frand  was  committed ;  so  gross  that.  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  held 
that  the  deed  was  entirely  void,  because  the  client  was  called  upon 
to  execute  a  deed,  being  told  it  was  one  thing,  when  in  reality  it 
was  another.  The  question  arose  between  the  client  who  had  thus 
been  defrauded  and  the  transferee  of  the  mortgage,  and  it  was  held 
to  be  absolutely  void  as  against  the  transferee,  upon  the  obvious 
principle  that  every  transferee  of  a  mortgage  takes  subject  to  all 
the  equities,  whatever  they  may  be,  between  the  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee.  The  transfer  was  taken  without  any  communication 
with  the  client,  the  mortgagor ;  the  transferee  therefore  could  stand 
in  no  better  position  than  the  mortgagee,  and  between  the  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee  the  deed  was  absolutely  void,  and  was  there- 
fore equally  void  as  respects  the  transferee  of  that  mortgage.  In 
the  case  of  OgUvie  v.  Jeaffreson^  David  SugheSy  a  solicitor  prac- 
tising in  the  city  of  London  some  fifteen  or  twenty  years  ago, 
induced  a  client,  upon  the  representation  that  a  deed  was  one 
thing,  while  in  truth  it  was  another,  to  execute  a  conveyance  to 
Mary  JoneSy  his  domestic  servant  The  deed  was  a  pure  fraud. 
Many  persons  took  mortgages  from  Mary  Jones,  I  argued  the 
case  for  one  of  them ;  but  the  fact  was,  that  Mary  Jones  had  never 
been  in  possession  of  the  estate,  and  the  primary  duty  of  a  mortr 
gagee,  before  he  takes  a  security,  is  to  do  that  which  Mr.  Curlings 
advisers  did,  inquire  who  is  in  possession  of  the  estate ;  and  if  they 
had  made  any  inquiry,  they  would  have  found  that  JfarytTbnes  was 
not  in  possession  of  the  estate,  but  was  in  David  HugJies^  house  as 
a  domestic  servant,  and  had  never  seen  the  estate ;  and  the  poor 
woman  was  so  far  made  an  instrument  in  the  fraud  that  she  came 
forward  in  the  cause  and  disclaimed  all  interest.  In  that  case  Sir 
John  Stuart  said:  "They  took  a  mortgage  from  a  person  who 
never  had  anything  to  convey,  who  never  had  been  in  possession 
of  the  estate,  and  therefore  this  is  an  instance  of  the  mortgagees 
taking  a  security  without  inquiry  as  to  possession ;  and  the  rule  of 
the  Court  is,  that  every  purchaser  of  an  estate,  whether  the  word 
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*  purchaser '  is  used  in  tlie  strict  sense  of  the  word,  or  as  mort- 
gagee, has  notice  of  all  rights,  and  is  bound  to  inquire  as  to  the 
possession  of  the  estate." 

Hunt  V.  Elmes  (1)  was  also  relied  upon,  but  that  case  has  no- 
further  application  to  the  present  than  as  shewing  that  the  Court 
will  not  deprive  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without 
notice,  of  any  advantage  he  has  gained  by  the  possession  of  the 
deeds  or  otherwise ;  and  this  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Court,  as  laid 
down  in  the  celebrated  case  of  Head  v.  Egerton  (2),  where  one 
person  having  the  legal  estate  without  the  deeds,  and  the  other 
the  deeds  without  the  legal  estate,  the  Court  refused  to  interfere 
between  them,  being  both  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration, 
and  it  would  not  deprive  the  one  of  the  legal  estate  he  had  gained 
or  the  other  of  the  deeds,  but  left  each  in  possession  of  th& 
advantages  he  had  got. 

Several  cases  were  cited  to  shew  that  a  mortgagee,  by  giving  up 
the  deeds  to  the  mortgagor,  is  bound  by  any  adverse  use  which  he 
may  make  of  them.  Perry-Herrick  v.  AUwood  (3)  is  a  remarkable 
instance  of  this  rule.  There  the  mortgagees,  who  were  the  sisters 
of  the  mortgagor,  allowed  him  to  retain  the  deeds  in  order  to  give^ 
security  for  a  particular  debt  for  which  he  was  being  sued,  and  he 
afterwards  deposited  them  with  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Perry-Eerricky 
for  a  much  larger  sum,  and  it  was  held  that  the  sisters'  mortgage 
was  postponed  to  that  of  the  Plaintiff. 

Waldron  v.  Sloper  (4)  is  another  instance  of  this.  I  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  advert  more  particularly  to  the  other  authorities^ 
which  were  cited  on  this  branch  of  the  case,  except  AUen  v. 
Knight  (5),  which  was  a  decision  founded  so  much  upon  the  peculiar 
and  unexplained  circumstances  under  which  the  deeds  got  into  the 
possession  of  the  mortgagor,  that  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  afford 
any  general  rule. 

It  was  strongly  urged  by  Sir  RoundeU  Palmer^  for  the  Plaintiff 
Hunter,  that  the  correspondence  between  Walters  and  the  Hunter 
family  was  sufficient  to  create  a  new  charge  in  their  favour  if  the 
deed  of  the  1st  of  June,  1853,  had  released  the  old  one ;  and  I  think 


(1)  2  D.  F.  &  J.  578. 

(2)  3  P.  Wms.  280. 


(5)  5  Hare,  272. 


(3)  2  De  G.  &  J.  21. 

(4)  1  Di6W.  193. 
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it  probable  that  such  a  case  could  be  established  if  the  contest  were 
between  WaUers,  and  those  claiming  under  him  as  yolunteers^  and 
the  Bunters  ;  but  Curling  had  no  notice  of  that  correspondence,  and 
it  cannot  therefore  affect  him.  It  was  also  argued  that  certain 
special  circumstances  which,  it  was  said,  if  minutely  examined, 
would  have  led  to  further  inquiry,  were  sufficient  to  put  Mr.  Our- 
ling's  advisers  on  further  inquiry,  and  therefore  to  give  him  notice 
of  the  defect  in  Walters*  title  on  the  principle  upon  which  Kennedy  v. 
Green  (1)  was  decided ;  but  I  think,  for  the  reasons  stated  by  Lord 
8L  Leonards  in  Marjorihanks  v.  Hovenden  (2),  the  decision  in  that 
case  ought  not  to  be  extended,  and  I  do  not  think  there  was  enough 
to  affect  Mr.  Curling  with  notice.  His  object  was  to  obtain  a 
temporary  security  only  on  the  Felling  estate,  and  it  was  sufficient 
for  him  if  Wallers  was  the  owner  of  that  estate,  without  going 
minutely  into  all  the  various  transactions  as  to  the  lands  which 
had  formerly  been  part  of  it.  I  cannot  accede  to  the  argu- 
ment that  the  Defendant  Lister,  who  represents  the  creditors  of 
Brandling  under  the  deed  of  1846,  was  not  bound  by  the  exercise 
of  the  power  of  sale  by  Darnell.  He  undoubtedly  executed  the 
power  by  the  deed  of  the  Ist  of  June,  1853,  and  if  he  did  so  im- 
properly. Listers  remedy  must  be  against  his  representatives.  It 
does  not,  however,  appear  that  Lister  has  any  real  interest  in  the 
question  at  issue  in  the  suit. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  remark  particularly  upon  the 
cases  at  law  on  the  effect  of  negligence,  which  were  cited  by  Mr. 
Bigby,  I  may,  however,  remark  that  some  of  them  were  not 
decided  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  this  Court.  Tayler  v. 
Great  Indian  Feninaula  Bailway  Comj^any  (3)  was  decided  as  it 
was  on  the  ground,  that  as  the  purchaser  did  not  acquire  a  good 
title  under  the  blank  transfers,  the  ultimate  traosferees  of  the  shares 
had  notice  of  the  transfers  having  been  executed  in  blank.  They, 
therefore,  took  with  notice ;  and  it  was  upon  that  ground  only  that 
the  decision  was  made. 

That  decision  contrasts  in  a  remarkable  manner,  I  am  bound 
to  say,  with  the  case  of  Swan  v.  North  British  Australasian  Com-- 
fany  (4).     There  aU  the  Judges,  except   Mr.  Justice  Keating^ 
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(1)  3  My.  ft  E.  699. 

(2)  Dru.  21. 


(d)  4  De  Q.  ft  J.  559. 
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decided  that  transfers  executed  in  blank,  handed  over  to  the  trans- 
feree, who  neither  had  notice  nor  possibly  could  have  notice  of  the 
circumstances  under  which  they  were  executed,  did  not  give  a  good 
title.  Mr.  Justice  Keating  dissented  from  the  rest  of  the  Court, 
and  I  am  bound  to  say,  if  I  had  been  a  member  of  the  Court,  that 
I  should  entirely  have  agreed  with  him.  The  case  is  in  contrast 
with  the  case  of  Tayler  v.  Great  Indian  Peninsula  BailuHiy  Com- 
pany (1),  where  the  decision  was  against  transferees  solely  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  notice  that  the  transfers  had  been  executed 
in  blank. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  accordance  with  what  was  decided  by  Sir 
John  Leach  and  Lord  Brougham  in  Kennedy  v.  Oreen  (2),  that  the 
estate  did  pass  to  Walters  by  the  deed  of  the  1st  of  June,  1853. 
There  was  no  mis-statement  by  Walters  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
deed,  and  it  was  the  fault  of  Mr.  Darnell  and  Mr.  Hunter  them- 
selves not  to  ascertain  its  nature,  to  which  their  attention  was  in  a 
marked  manner  called  by  the  receipts  which  they  signed.  Walteri 
letter  of  the  Slst  of  January,  1853,  to  Hunter^  telling  him  that  the 
estate  was  sold,  and  that  he  would  be  paid  off  in  six  months,  wss 
also  calculated  to  put  him  on  his  guard. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  upon  the  whole  case,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff, Mrs.  Curling,  has  established  the  priority  of  her  charge  on  the 
Felling  estate,  and  it  must  be  declared  accordingly. 

There  is  no  case  for  varying  the  order  of  priority  between 
Hunter  And  Darnell,  which  is  settled  by  the  dates  of  their  securities. 
There  will  be  an  order  for  sale  of  the  estate,  with  a  declaration  of 
priorities,  and  with  that  decree  every  one  of  the  mortgagees  will 
add  their  interest  and  costs  to  their  securities.  They  will  stand  in 
this  order :  first.  Curling;  second.  Hunter;  third,  DamfU;  and  the^ 
will  be  one  decree  in  all  three  suits. 


Solicitors  for  Hunter :  Messrs.  Farrer,  Ouvry,  &  Co. 

Solicitors  for  Curling :  Messrs.  Dean  &  Taylor. 

Solicitor  for  Darnell:  Mr.  J.  Crowdy. 

Solicitor  for  Walters^  Bepresentati ves :  Messrs.  HiUyer  i&  Fenwiek. 

Solicitor  for  Catherine  Walters :  Mr.  Clayton. 


(1)  4  De  a.  &  J.  659. 


(2)  3  My.  &  K.  699. 
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In  re  HEKCULES  INSUEANCE  COMPANY,  WO.  m. 


Winding-^p — Unregistered  Ccmpany-^Begistration  after  Commencement  of 


1871 


Liquidation — Vesting  Order — Companies  Act^  1862,  s,  203.  Jan,  20. 

After  the  presentation  of  a  Petition  to  wind  up  an  unregistered  company, 
the  company  was  registered  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  with  a  view  to  a 
voluntary  winding-up.  An  order  having  heen  suhsequently  made  on  the 
Petition : — 

Eeid^  that,  notwithstanding  the  registration,  the  company  was  an  un- 
registered company  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  203  of  the  Act  of  1862,  and 
order  made  vesting  in  the  official  liquidator  certain  legal  estates  in  securities 
outstanding  in  trustees  for  the  company,  to  he  dealt  with  in  the  winding-up. 

DY  an  indenture  dated  the  8th  of  July,  1868,  the  business,  assets, 
and  liabilities  of  the  International  Life  Assurance  Society^  which 
was  at  the  time  an  unregistered  company,  together  with  the  free- 
hold estates  comprised  in  the  mortgages  and  other  securities  of  the 
society,  whether  mentioned  or  specified  in  a  schedule  to  the  deed  or 
not^  were  assigned  to  the  Eeretdes  Insurance  Company,  Limited. 
The  legal  estate,  however,  in  the  same  mortgages  and  securities 
remained  outstanding  in  various  trustees  for  the  society,  but  the 
deeds  relating  thereto  were  handed  over  to  the  Hereules  Company. 

On  the  14th  of  November,  1868,  a  Petition  was  presebted  to 
uind  up  the  International  Society,  which,  on  coming  to  a  hearing, 
was  adjourned  from  time  to  time. 

Pending  these  adjournments,  and  with  a  view  to  a  voluntary 
liquidation,  on  the  8th  of  February,  1869,  a  resolution  was  passed 
at  a  meeting  of  the  International  Society,  called  for  the  purpose, 
to  register  it  as  an  unlimited  company  under  the  Companies  Act, 
1862,  and  on  the  15th  of  February,  1869,  the  Registrar  of  Joint 
Stock  Companies,  who  was  not  informed  of  the  presentation  of  the 
Petition,  registered  the  society. 

On  the  18th  of  January,  1869,  a  resolution  was  passed,  which 
was  duly  confirmed  on  the  3rd  of  February,  1869,  to  wind  up  the 
Hercules  Company  voluntarily  under  the  supervision  of  the  Court, 
and  on  the  23rd  of  January,  1869,  a  supervision  order  was  made 
bv  the  Court 

m 

On  the  19th  of  February,  1869,  an  order  was  made  on  the  Peti- 
tion to  wind  up  the  IntemaUonal  Society  compulsorily. 
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V>0.»t         An  agreement  was  made  on  the  30th  of  January,  1870,  to 

1871        transfer  the  business  of  the  International* Society  and  the  Hercules 

In  re       Company  to  the  Prudential  Assurance  Company,  and  on  the  23rd 

InwranctCo  ^^  March,  1870,  the  sale  was  approved  by  the  Court ;  and  by  an 

agreement  also  approved  by  the  Court,  the  Prudential  Company 

undertook  all  the  liabilities  of  the  Internaiional  Society. 

Pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  29th  of  March,  1870,  the  secnrities 
of  the  International  Society  were  handed  over  to  the  Prudeniid 
Company. 

A  Petition  was  now  presented  by  the  liquidator  of  the  Eercuks 
Company,  praying  that  the  Court  would  express  its  opinion, 
that  the  registration  of  the  International  Society,  on  the  15th 
of  February,  1869,  was  an  alteration  of  the  status  of  members 
of  the  society  within  the  meaning  of  the  153rd  section  of  the 
Companies  Act,  18.62,  and  was  void;  and  that,  notwithstanding 
such  registration  as  aforesaid,  the  legal  estate  in  all  the  securities 
and  property  specified  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  Petition 
might,  pursuant  to  the  203rd  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862, 
vest  in  the  official  liquidator  of  the  International  Society,  for  tlie 
purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  the  order  of  the  29th  day  of  March, 
1870,  and  enabling  the  official  liquidator  of  the  society  to  do  all 
acts  necessary,  and  execute  all  requisite  deeds,  for  vesting  in  the 
Prudential  Company  the  above-mentioned  securities. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  S.  Ford,  in  support  of  the 
Petition : — 

The  order  to  wind  up  a  company  relates  back  to  the  presentation 
of  the  Petition,  and  consequently  the  Court  is  not  bound  by  the 
certificate  of  registration  :  Be  Northumberland  and  Durham  District 
Banking  Company  (1). 

The  company,  when  the  Petition  was  presented,  was  subject  to 
Part  VIII.  of  the  Companies  Ad,  as  being  unregistered;  and 
therefore,  though  actually  registered,  may  be  dealt  with  as  an 
unregistered  company. 

[The  Vice-Chancellob  : — It  appears  to  me  that  the  term 
^^  unregistered  company  *'  in  the  Companies  Act,  means  a  company 
unregistered  at  the  date  of  the  Petition  to  wind  up.    For  the  pur- 

(l)  2  De  a.  &  J.  357. 


VOL.  XI.]  EQUITY  OASEa  323 

pose  of  the  order,  the  Prudential  Company  will  be  safe  if  the  Court     V.-C.  M, 
is  satisfied.]  1871 


7n  #v( 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Biggins,  for  the  official  liquidator  of    Hebouleb 
the  International  Society ,  supported  the  prayer  of  the  Petition.         ksurakcb    . 

Mr.  Phear,  for  the  Prudential  Company: — 

The  object  is  to  get  in  the  securities  for  the  benefit  of  the  Pru- 
dential Company,  and  they  could  not  with  safety  be  advised  to 
take  the  title  without  further  consideration.  The  order  asked  for, 
not  being  on  a  decision  between  adverse  parties,  would  not  conclude 
future  objections.  .  The  only  mode  of  vacating  the  registration 
would  be  by  a  mandamus,  and  if  the  registration  is  not  vacated,  it 
might  be  said  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order. 
Possibly  a  mandamus  might  be  obtained  if  the  Court  could  see  the 
way  to  declare  the  registration  improper. 

SiE  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

I  think  that  by  an  ^'  unregistered  company  "  is  meant  a  company 
unregistered  at  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up  ; 
and  that  a  subsequent  registration  must  be  a  mere  nullity.  The 
order  may  therefore  be  made  as  prayed  for,  with  an  introductory 
statement  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 


The  order,  as  drawn  up,  was  in  the  following  form : — 

And  it  appearing  that  the  said  society  was  registered  after  the  pr&sentation  of 
the  Petition  on  which  the  order  for  winding  up  the  said  society  was  made,  and 
the  Court  being  accordingly  of  opinion  that,  notwithstanding  such  registration;  the 
Aaid  society  is  an  unregistered  company  within  the  meaning  of  the  203rd  section 
*)(  the  Companies  Act^  1862,  this  Court  doth  order  that,  notwithstanding  such 
registration,  all  such  property,  real  and  personal,  &c.,  do  vest  in  the  official  liqui- 
dator of  the  International  Life  Assurance  Society,  to  do  all  acts  necessary,  and 
execute  all  requisite  deeds,  for  vesting  in  the  Prudential  Assurance  Company  the 
said  property  and  things  in  action  pursuant  to  that  order. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Merrim^an  dt  Co. ;  Mr.  John  TucJcer  ;  Messrs. 
Barnard  dt  Co, 
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v.-c.  M.  In  re  OUNTNGHAME'S  SETTLEMENT. 

s^,^         Api  ointment — Remoteness — Married  Woman — Restraint  en  Alienatim  leyoivl 
Jan.  27.  legal  Limits. 

Under  an  ante-nuptial  settlement,  b^  which  the  husband  had  a  power  of 
appointing  a  sum  of  money  among  the  children  of  the  marriage,  he  appointed 
the  fund  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  daughter,  with  a  restriction  against 
alienation : — 

Mdd,  that  the  appointment  to  the  separate  use  of  his  daughter  was  tsUiI, 
discharged  of  the  restraint  upon  alienation,  which  was  too  remote  and  yoid. 

JdY  a  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Sir  David  Cunyng- 
hame  with  Anniey  his  late  wife,  dated  the  9th  of  July,  1833,  smna 
of  £20,000  and  £6000  were  settled  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to 
Sir  D,  Cunyngliame  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  his  wife  for 
life,  and  after  their  respective  deaths  in  trust  for  such  one  child, 
or  for  such  two  or  more,  or  all  and  every  of  the  children  of  the 
marriage,  to  be  a  vested  interest  or  vested  interests  in,  and  paid  or 
transferred  to  such  child  or  children  respectively  at  such  age  or 
ages,  days  and  times,  and  in  such  parts,  shares  and  proportions, 
manner  and  form,  and  subject  to,  with,  and  under  such  powen:, 
provisoes,  conditions  and  restrictions,  and  limitations  over,  as  the 
husband  and  wife  should  jointly  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  sach 
joint  appointment,  then  as  Sir  D.  Cunynghame,  in  case  he  should 
survive  his  said  wife,  should  at  any  time  or  times,  after  the  decease 
of  his  wife,  by  deed  or  will  appoint. 

There  were  three  children  of  the  marriage,  namely,  Edward 
Augustus,  Maria  Louisa^  now  the  wife  of  Henry  Evans,  and  Augusta, 
Lady  Cunynghame  died  in  June,  1864. 

By  a  deed-poll,  dated  the  13th  of  June,  1866,  Sir  D.  Cunynghame^ 
in  exercise  of  the  power  given  to  him  by  the  settlement  of  July, 
1833,  directed  and  appointed  that,  subject  to  the  tnists  in  such 
settlement  declared  in  favour  of  him  during  his  life,  the  sam  of 
£6000,  part  of  such  trust  funds,  should  be  held  in  trust  for  the  said 
Mary  Louisa  Evans,  her  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  the 
same  to  be  an  interest  absolutely  vested  in  her  immediately  upon 
and  after  the  execution  of  the  said  deed,  for  her  sole  and  separate 
use,  independently  and  exclusively  of  the  said   Thomas  Henry 
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Ihans,  or  any  future  husband,  and  without  being  subject  to  his     Y.-O.  BT. 
debts,  control  or  engagements,  and  her  receipts  to  be  good  dis-        iSTi 
charges  for  the  same.    But,  nevertheless,  that  she  should  have  no       j^  ^^ 
power  to  mortgage,  sell,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  same,  or  any     ^^^^g-g" 
part  thereof,  in  the  way  of  anticipation.  Settlement. 

Upon  the  death  of  Sir  D.  Ounynghame,ih.e  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment were  applied  to  to  pay  over  the  £6000  to  Mrs.  Evans,  which, 
upon  the  advice  of  counsel,  they  declined  to  do  without  having  the 
opinion  of  the  Court.  The  money  was  consequently  paid  in  under 
the  TrtMtees  Relief  Act,  and  a  Petition  was  now  presented  by  Mrs. 
Evans,  by  her  next  friend,  that  the  money  so  paid  in  might  be  paid 
to  the  Petitioner  on  her  sole  receipt. 

Mr.  C.  HaU,  in  support  of  the  Petition : — 

The  question  raised  is,  whether  it  was  competent  for  Sir  D, 
Ownynghams  to  exercise  his  power  of  appointment  among  his 
children  in  such  a  form  as  to  restrain  the  appointee  from  alien- 
ating the  property  during  her  life.  As  the  settlement  creating  the 
power  was  ante*nuptial,  the  daughter  was  not  then  in  existence, 
and  a  restraint  upon  alienation  during  her  life  must  consequently 
extend  beyond  a  life  or  lives  in  being.  In  re  Teagues  Setthment  (1) 
is  a  case  identical  with  the  present,  and  there  it  was  held  that  the 
restraint  on  alienation  during  the  appointee's  lifetime  was  invalid, 
but  the  appointment  was  otherwise  a  valid  execution  of  the  power. 
So,  in  Armitage  v.  Coaies  (2),  where  a  bequest  was  made  to  persons 
in  esse  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their  unborn  children,  with  a 
general  direction  that  the  female  children  should  take  for  their 
**  separate  and  inalienable  use,"  such  restriction  against  alienation 
was  too  remote  and  void. 

It  may,  however,  be  considered  that  this  appointment  was  in- 
tended only  to  restrain  the  disposition  of  the  capital  during  the  life 
of  the  appointor.  The  deed  is  made  to  take  effect  immediately, 
subject  to  Sir  D.  Otmynghame's  life  interest,  and  the  restraint  on 
alienation  prior  to  the  appointee's  interest  coming  into  possession 
would  be  effectual. 

Mr.  H.  M.  Sladen,  for  the  husband  of  the  Petitioner. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  564.  (2)  35  Beav.  1. 
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Y.-C.  M.        Mr.  JaA(m  SmUh,  for  the  trustees : — 
1871  Whether,  upon  principle,  the  restriction  on  anticipation  in  ordi- 


in  re  nary  cases  would  be  inoperative,  as  tying  up  the  fund  beyond  the 
haue's  legal  period,  it  is  submitted  ^that,  with  regard  to  married  women, 
Sbttlbmbnt.  ^^^  authorities  have  gone  so  far  in  supporting  such  restraints  that 
the  Court  is  bound  by  the  decided  cases.  In  Thornton  v.  Briffht(l) 
the  settlement  was  very  similar  to  the  present,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  appointment  of  an  estate  to  trustees  for  the  separate  use  of  a 
married  daughter  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  her  husband, 
without  power  of  anticipation,  was  a  valid  exercise  of  the  power; 
and  in  Dickinson  v.  Mort  (2),  where  the  donee  of  a  power  ap- 
pointed to  a  married  daughter  for  her  separate  use,  with  a  restraint 
on  anticipation  during  the  coverture,  it  was  held  that  the  interest 
of  the  appointee  might  lawfully  be  so  restricted  by  the  terms  of 
the  power.  It  is  true  that,  in  Fry  v.  Oapper  (3),  the  judgment 
indicated  that  the  restraint  on  anticipation  might  be  rejected,  and 
the  appointment  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  daughter  for  life 
was  held  to  be  a  valid  execution  of  the  power ;  but  in  that  case 
the  two  authorities  before  cited  do  not  appear  to  have  been  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Court,  and  the  Judge  refused  to  declare 
that  the  restraint  on  anticipation  was  invalid.  Carver  v.  Botdes  (4) 
is  an  authority  to  the  same  effect.  It  was  there  held  that  an 
attempt  to  restrict  the  interests  of  the  daughters  by  limitations  to 
their  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  was  good.  The 
decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Armiiage  v.  Ooates  (5)  is 
not  opposed  to  these  cases,  although  His  Lordship  stated  his 
impression  to  be,  that  the  restraint  on  anticipation  was  invalid. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  TeagiAes  Selthment  (()),  the  restraint  ex- 
tended beyond  the  coverture  of  the  appointee,  as  it  was  directed 
that,  after  her  decease,  the  property  should  be  held  in  trust  for 
such  persons  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint 

The  ground  upon  which  the  Court  has  acted,  in  allowing  the 
restriction  in  the  case  of  a  married  woman,  is  the  status  of  the 
party,  which  requires  an  unusual  amount  of  protection.  It  is 
allowed  to  a  person  executing  such  a  power  as  this  to  appoint  to 

(1)  2  My.  &  Cr.  230.  (4)  2  Rnss.  &  My.  301. 

(2)  8  Hare,  178.  (5)  35  Beav.  1. 

(3)  Kay,  163.  (6)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  564. 
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the  separate  use  of  a  married  daughter,  and  the  restraint  on  antiei-     y.-c.  M. 
pation  is  quite  as  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  protection.  1S71 

In  re 

Sir  B.  Malins,  V.C. :—  ^^^■ 

As  fer  as  the  appointment  made  by  Sir  D.  Cunynghame  is  in  "'^^^^' 
trust  for  his  daughter^  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
ahsolntely,  to  be  vested  in  her  immediately  for  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate use,  independently  and  exclusively  of  her  husband,  it  is  free 
Irom  any  objection.  It  makes  her  capable  of  disposing  of  the  fund 
without  being  subject  to  the  debts,  control,  or  engagements  of  her 
husband.  But  the  difficulty  arises  upon  the  subsequent  words: 
**  But,  nevertheless,  she  shall  have  no  power  to  mortgage,  sell,  or 
otherwise  dispose  of  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  way  of 
anticipation."  Now  that  restraint  would  have  been  valid  if  Mary 
Louisa  had  been  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  instrument  creating 
the  power ;  but  is  it  within  the  power  for  the  father  to  appoint 
among  his  unborn  children,  restraining'them  from  alienation? 

I  think  it  is  not,  because  the  restraint  on  alienation  is  during  the 
life  of  a  person  unborn  :  it  is  a  restraint  which  may  extend  beyond 
a  life  or  lives  in  being.  Here  it  must  extend  to  the  whole  life  of 
the  daughter,  who  was  not  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  instru- 
ment creating  the  power.  Suppose  it  had  been  declared  that,  if 
she  did  at  any  time  sell  or  dispose  of  the  property,  it  should  go 
over  to  some  other  person,  would  that  be  good?  Clearly  not, 
because  this  would  be  an  attempt  to  create  a  limitation  to  take 
effect  at  any  time  during  the  life  of  a  person  unborn.  If  this  were 
allowed,  the  property  would  be  inalienable  for  the  whole  of  a  life 
unborn.  I  considered  this  subject  very  fully  in  Stuart  v.  CockereU  (1). 

lam  of  opinion  that,  upon  principle,  this  is  an  invalid  exercise  of 
the  power  so  far  as  it  restrains  alienation ;  but  cases  have  been 
cited  which  are  relied  upon. 

As  to  Thornton  v.  Bright  (2),  it  was  assumed  that  the  property 
might  be  given  to  a  married  woman,  and  might  be  made  inalien- 
able ;  but  the  point  was  not  argued.  Fry  v.  Capper  (3)  gives  no 
sanction  to  such  a  decision ;  but  I  am  relieved  from  difficulty  by 
the  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  James  in  In  re  Teagues  Settle- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  363.  (2)  2  My.  &  Cr.  230. 

(3)  Kay,  163. 
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y.-0.  M.     m^  (1),  where  a  similar  power  was  exeoated  in  fayonr  of  a  married 
1871        daughter  for  her  separate  use  for  life,  independently  of  her  then  or 
In  re       ^^J  future  husband,  but  without  power  of  anticipation;  and  after 
^J^^     her  decease,  as  she  should  generally  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in 
Sbttlbmknt.  defiiult  of  appointment,  for  her  executors  and  administrators  abso- 
lutely.   There  the  Vice-Chancellor  held  that  the  whole  appoint- 
ment to  the  daughter  was  not  void,  and  that  it  was  a  valid  execution 
of  thh  power,  except  as  to  the  restraint  upon  anticipation,  which 
was  ineffectual  and  void. 

I  should  have  arrived  at  the  same  decision  in  the  absence  of 
authority,  but  the  cases  I  have  referred  to  confirm  me  in  the  opinion 
that  the  restraint  on  alienation  is  not  within  the  power.  There- 
fore the  prayer  of  the  Petition  must  be  acceded  to,  and  the  money 
mast  be  paid  out  to  the  Petitioner. 

Solicitor  for  the  Petitioner :  Mr.  8t.  Bathe  Bladen. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  Messrs.  JR.  8.  Taylor  &  San, 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  664. 
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ANDERSON  v.  PIGNET.  v.^.  B. 

1870 


8  <fe  9  Vict,  c  112-'8ati8fi€d  Term— Dower. 

Nov.  4; 

A^  being  lessee  of  land  for  ninety-nine  years,  created  a  term  by  way  of      ^^-  ^^  * 
XDoiigage,  and  subsequently  acquired  the  fee.    He  afterwards  became  bank-         ^871 
rupt.    By  agreement  between  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy^  himself,  and  the      j      |q 
mortgagee,  a  deed  was  executed  by  which  the  mortgage  debt  was  released,  and         -^ 
'the  fee  simple  was  conveyed  to  the  mortgagee  freed  and  discharged  from  all 
equity  of  redemption : — 

Eddy  upon  demurrer  to  a  bill  for  dower  by  ^.'s  widow  (married  in  1832), 
tliat  upon  the  release  and  extinction  of  the  mortgage  debt  the  term  which 
was  created  for  the  purpose  of  securing  that  debt  became  a  satisfied  term 
within  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  112,  s.  2,  and  afforded  no  protection  against  the  claim 
of  A.^8  widow  to  dower. 

Demueree. 

The  billy  which  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  Plain- 
tifTfl  right  to  dower  out  of  land  of  which  her  late  husband  Bichard 
Andenon,  deceased,  was  seised  for  an  estate  in  fee  sirople  in 
possession  during  the  corerture,  contained  the  following  state- 
ments:— 

The  Plaintiff  was  married  on  the  4:th  of  September,  1832,  and 
no  settlement  or  agreement  for  a  settlement  was  made  either 
before  or  after  the  marriage. 

On  the  10th  of  November,  1851,  the  land  in  question  was 
demised  by  James  Bhodea  to  Bichard  Anderson  for  the  term  of 
ninety-nine  years,  from  the  25th  of  March,  1851 ;  and  shortly 
after  this  demise  two  cottages  were  built  by  Anderson  on  the 
land. 

On  the  14:th  of  November,  1851,  the  land  and  the  cottages,  then 
in  course  of  erection,  were  demised  by  Anderson  to  Mary  Marshall 
for  the  then  residue  of  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  less  ten 
days,  by  way  of  mortgage  for  securing  payment  by  Anderson  to 
Mary  Marshall  of  certain  moneys  and  interest. 

On  the  12th  of  January,  1852,  Anderson  demised  the  land  and 
the  cottages  thereon  to  F.  W.  Dolman  for  the  residue  of  the  then 
tenn  of  ninety-nine  years,  less  ten  days,  by  way  of  mortgage. 

On  the  19th  of  May,  1852,  Anderson  demised  the  premises  to 
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James  BuckeU  for  the  residue  of  the  ninety-nine  years'  term,  less 
five  days,  by  way  of  mortgage. 

On  the  29th  of  July,  1852,  Anderson  demised  the  premises  by 
way  of  mortgage  to  /.  E.  Oreen  and  E.  RandeU  for  the  residue  of 
the  ninety-nine  years*  term,  less  three  days. 

On  the  4th  of  April,  1853,  Anderson^  J.  E.  Green,  and  E.  Bcm- 
ddl,  according  to  their  estate  in  the  premises,  and  with  the 
concurrence  of  BucTcdly  demised  and  confirmed  the  premises  nnto 
A.  M.  Matthews,  as  a  trustee  for  Oreen  and  E.  BandeU,  for  the 
residue  of  the  ninety-nine  years'  term,  less  ten  days. 

On  the  1st  of  August,  1853,  the  property  was  conveyed  by 
Rhodes  to  Anderson  in  fee. 

On  the  8th  of  November,  1853,  Anderson  was  declared  bank- 
nipt,  and  assignees  were  appointed. 

In  February,  1854,  Dolman's  mortgage  of  January,  1852,  and 
MarshalCs  mortgage  of  the  14th  of  November,  1851,  having  been 
paid  off.  Dolman,  by  deed  of  the  1st  of  February,  and  Marshall,  by 
one  of  the  9th  of  February,  1854,  surrendered  the  land  comprised 
in  the  original  demise  of  the  10th  of  November,  1851  (Shades  to 
Anderson),  to  the  intent  that  the  terms  created  therein  by  the 
indentures  of  the  12th  of  January,  1852,  and  the  14th  of  Novem* 
ber,  1851,  might  be  merged. 

By  indenture  of  the  24th  of  February,  1854,  BwTceWs  executore, 
after  reciting  that  BuchdCs  mortgage  (19th  of  May,  1852)  had 
been  paid  off,  and  that  a  large  %um  still  remained  due  and  owing 
to  /.  K  Oreen  and  K  BandeU  J(29th  of  July;  1852),  assigned  to^ 
William  Banded,  in  trust  for  /.  E.  Oreen  and  E.  Randett,  the  land 
in  question  for  all  the  residue  then  unexpired  of  the  term  created 
therein  by  the  indenture  of  the  19th  of  May,  1852. 

By  indenture  of  the  19th  of  May,  1854,  reciting  that  money  was 
still  owing  to  Oreen  and  BandeU  on  the  security  of  the  indentare 
of  the  29th  of  July,  1852,  and  that  the  terms  created  by  Marshaffsr 
mortgage  and  Dolman's  mortgage  of  1852  were  not  merged  by  the 
indentures  of  the  1st  and  9th  of  February,  1854,  because  the  terms 
granted  by  Anderson  to  BuekeU  (19th  of  May,  1852)  and  Oreen  and 
BandeU  (29th  of  July,  1852)  prevented  a  merger,  and  that  as  it 
might  be  doubted  whether  the  said  first-mentioned  terms,  although 
satisfied,  had  ceased  under  the  Act.  of  1845  for  rendering  the  assign- 
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ment  of  satisfied  terms  nnneoessary  (8  &  9  Vict  c.  112),  Anderson,  at 
the  request  of  Oreen  and  Banddl,  and  so  far  only  as  regarded  the 
estate  and  interest  (if  any)  of  Anderson  in  the  premises  so  agreed 
to  be  surrendered  by  him  under  the  indentures  of  the  Ist  and  9th 
of  February,  1854,  and  not  with  a  view  of  surrendering  or  granting 
•any  other  estate  or  interest  which  he  might  otherwise  have  had 
or  been  entitled  to  in  the  premises,  did  surrender  unto  WiUiam 
BandeU  the  land,  &c.,  to  the  intent  that  the  respective  residues 
then  unexpired  aud  existing  of  the  several  terms  respectively 
created  therein  by  the  indentures  of  the  14th  of  November,  1851, 
and  12th  of  January,  18^2,  might  be  merged  and  extinguished. 

By  indenture,  dated  the  28th  of  July,  1854,  expressed  to  be 
made  between  F.  W.  Dolman,  Anderson's  assignees  in  bankruptcy, 
Anderson  (and  Plaintiff,  his  wife),  /.  E,  Qreen  and  E.  BandeU  (but 
which  indenture  Plaintiff  refused  to  execute,  and  never  did  exe- 
xylite),  in  consideration  of  the  release  b  y  Chreen  and  BandeU  of  their 
mortgage  debt,  Dolman,  as  for  and  concerning  his  interest  under 
the  deed  of  the  8th  of  August,  1853,  granted  and  released,  and 
Anderson's  assignees  granted  and  released,  and  Anderson  granted, 
released,  and  confirmed  (and  it  was  expressed  that  Plaintiff,  for  the 
purpose  of  releasing  and  extinguishing  her  right  of  dower,  released 
4md  disposed  of)  the  premises  unto  Oreen  and  BandeU,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  discharged  from  all  equity  of  redemption  to  which  the 
premises  might  be  subject  under  the  indenture  of  the  29th  of  July, 
1852,  or  otherwise. 

The  bill  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  named  as  a  party  to 
this  deed  in  the  original  draft ;  but  on  the  draft  being  forwarded 
to  DcHman  (who  was  Anderson's  solicitor)  for  approval,  Ddman, 
without  any  instructions  from  Plaintiff,  added  her  name  as  a  party, 
and  signed  an  approval  of  the  draft,  as  altered,  ''  for  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Anderson  and  self;'*  but  Plaintiff  never  authorized  Dclman  to 
approve  of  such  draft  on  her  behalf,  or  to  join  her  as  a  party 
thereto.  On  the  engrossment  being  tendered  to  her  for  her  execu- 
tion she  refused  to  execute  it,  and  she  now  submitted  and  insisted 
that  she  was  not  bound  thereby.  She  further  submitted,  that 
upon  the  execution  of  this  indenture  the  term  created  by  BucTceWs 
mortgage  (19th  of  May,  1852),  which  was  by  indenture  of  the  24th 
of  Februar)',  1854,  assigned  to  William  BandeU  in  trust  for  /.  E. 
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Qreen  and  K  Banddl^  became  satisfied  and  attendant  npon  the 
inheritance,  and  that  the  tenn  thereupon  absolutely  ceased  and 
determined  under  8  &  9  Yict  c.  112,  and  that  thereupon  the 
Plaintiff's  inchoate  right  to  dower  attached.  The  bill  also  alleged 
that  Cheen  and  E.  BandeU  had  fall  notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  inchoate 
right  to  dower  at  the  time  of  executing  the  indenture  of  the  28th 
of  July,  1854.  Subsequently  to  that  indenture  Qreen  and  K  BanlA 
granted  the  premises  to  Defendant  {Pignd)  in  fee,  who,  as  Plaintiff 
alleged,  when  he  purchased  the  property  was  aware  of  her  inchoate 
right  to  dower,  and  took  an  indemnity  against  the  claim  from  Qmok 
and  E.  Banddl^  his  vendors. 

On  the  23rd  of  May,  1861,  William  BandeU  and  A.  M.  Matihew^ 
at  the  request  of  the  Defendant,  and  Chreen  and  E.  Banddl,  so  far 
as  respected  and  related  to  the  teem  of  years  created  by  the  lease 
of  the  lOih  of  November^  1851,  and  the  leasehold  estate  thereby 
demised,  and  all  and  every  their,  and  each  of  their,  term  or  terms, 
estate,  right,  and  interest  therein,  but  not  farther  or  otherwise 
(at  the  like  request  of  Defendant),  granted  and  confirmed  unto 
F,  Oarritt  the  property  for  and  during  all  the  residue  unexpired  of 
the  term  of  ninety-nine  years  created  by  the  same  indenture  of  leasee 
or  for  all  and  every  or  any  other  such  term,  estate,  or  interest  as 
they,  William  BandeU,  A  M.  MaUhem,  J.  E.  Oreen,  and  E.  Banddl, 
had  in  the  same  leasehold  premises ;  in  trust,  nevertheless,  for  Defen- 
dant, his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  be  assigned  or 
otherwise  disposed  of  as  he  or  they  should  direct,  and  subject 
thereto,  in  trust  to  permit  the  same  to  attend  the  freehold  and 
inheritance.  The  bill  charged  that  this  indenture  was  wholly 
inoperative,  inasmuch  as  the  several  terms  thereby  purported  to 
be  assigned  to  Oarritt  had  become  satisfied  and  merged  or  eztin- 
guished,  and  no  estate  or  interest  in  the  premises  passed,  or  conld 
pass,  to  Carritt  thereby,  and  was  an  ineffectual  attempt  on  the 
part  of  Defendant  to  interfere  with  Plaintiff's  inchoate  right  to 
dower  out  of  the  premises,  which  right  to  dower  was  not  in  the 
least  affected  thereby. 

Upon  the  death  of  Anderson  the  Plaintiff  had  filed  her  bill 
against  Pignet,  the  purchaser  from  Qreen  and  Ba/nddly  to  enforce 
her  dower,  to  which,  as  was  alleged,  she  then  became  entitled. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  had  demurred. 
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Mr.  Joshfua  WiSiams,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  A.  Boberis^  in  support  of 
thedemuirer: — 

According  to  the  old  law  the  purchaser  for  yaluable  considera- 
tion might  protect  himself,  by  the  assignment  of  outstanding  mort- 
gage terms  prior  to  the  right  to  dower,  against  any  demand  in 
respect  of  dower :  Wynn  v.  Williams  (1).  Then,  upon  the  new 
law  since  1845,  the  Satisfied  Terms  Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  112)  deals 
only  with  satisfied  terms ;  and  before  the  Plaintiff's  inchoate  right 
to  dower  can  take  effect  by  the  extinguishment  of  the  term  by 
operation  of  the  statute  the  term  must  become  satisfied,  must 
become  attendant,  and  attendant  upon  the  freehold  and  inheritance 
by  construction  of  law  or  by  express  declaration.  But  the  term 
which  was  outstanding  for  protection  of  the  mortgagees  did  not 
become  attendant,  nor  was  it  satisfied  by  the  release  of  the  28th 
of  July,  1854 :  Dae  v.  Jones  (2)  ;  the  intention  of  the  Act  being 
that  terms  assigned, 'or  agreed  to  be  assigned,  as  a  protection 
to  a  mortgagee  or  purchaser  should  not  be  merged:  Shatv  y. 
Johnson  (3). 

[Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  called  attention  to  another  report  of  Shaw  y. 
Johnson  (4),  from  which  it  appeared'that  the  assignment  took  place 
before  1845,  so  that  the  term  was  not  a  satisfied  term.] 

The  intention  of  the  parties  must  be  looked  at :  Oioen  y.  Oiven  (5). 
A  term  only  becomes  attendant  when  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the 
purchaser  that  it  should  be  so,  and  where  it  would  be  more  bene- 
ficial to  the  person  entitled  to  the  land  and  the  charge  to  keep  the 
charge  on  foot  the  Court  will  presume  that  he  intended  that  the 
tenn  should  not  be  merged :  Forbes  y.  Moffatt  (6) ;  Biehards  y. 
Eiehards  (7) ;  Lemn  on  Trusts  (8). 

The  form  of  the  subsequent  assignment  of  the  term  (23rd  of 
May,  1861)  in  trust  for  Piffnet,  **  his  executors^  administrators,  and 
assigns,''  shews  an  intention  to  keep  the  term  on  foot,  and  rebuts 
the  presumption  that  it  had  become  meiged  in  the  inheritance : 
Ovnier  y,  Ounter  (9) ;  and,  generally,  a  surrender  of  a  term  which 
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(1)  5  Ves.  130. 

(2)  18  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  260. 

(3)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  412. 

(4)  7  Jur.  (N.S.)  1005. 

(9)  23  Ceav.  571. 


(5)  8  H.  &  0.  88. 

(6)  18  Yes.  884. 

(7)  Job.  754,  766. 

(8)  5th  Ed.  p.  520. 
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has  been  assigned  to  attend  the  inheritance  will  not  be  presomed, 
unless  there  has  been  a  dealing  with  the  estate  in  such  a  manner 
as  is  only  consistent  with  the  term  having  been  put  an  end  to: 
Garrard  y.  TtteJc  (1).  In  the  case  of  a  purchase  by  the  first  mort- 
gagee of  the  equity  of  redemption,  his  priority  over  a  second 
mortgagee  is  not  thereby  lost :  Hayden  y.  Kirkpairieh  (2) ;  and 
here  the  general  expressions  in  the  deed  of  release  will  not  be 
extended  so  as  to  destroy  the  protection  afforded  by  the  term 
against  the  Plaintiff's  claim  to  dower,  and  must  be  limited  by  the 
manifest  intention  of  the  parties :  Lee  t.  Loekhart  (3) ;  Undo  ?. 
Lindo  (4).  There  may  be  a  release  of  the  debt,  jwd  debt,  without 
any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  releasor  to  destroy  the  charge  as 
between  his  real  and  personal  representatives :  PhtUips  v.  Out- 
Uridge  (5).  But  in  any  case  the  Plaintiff  has  no  equity.  The 
deed  of  July,  1854,  was  prepared  on  the  footing  of  her  joining  in 
it  (for  the  purpose  of  releasing  her  dower),  was  approved  on  her 
behalf,  and  executed  on  the  faith  that  she  would  execute  and  be 
bound  by  it ;  and  if  she  is  not,  or  cannot,  be  bound  by  it,  it  is  not 
binding  on  any  of  the  other  parties  to  it :  Woodcock  v.  Monckton  (6); 
Peto  V.  Peto  (7) ;  Bolitho  v.  EiUyar  (8). 


Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W,  W,  Kartlake,  in  support  of  the 
bill  :— 

Upon  the  bankruptcy  of  Anderson  the  terms  passed  out  of  him 
to  his  assignees,  and  they,  by  the  conveyance  to  Oreen  and  BanM 
in  fee  (28th  of  July,  1854),  assigned  all  their  terms  and  interest, 
so  that  the  effect  of  the  conveyance  to  Chreen  and  K  BandeU  in  fee 
simple,  and  the  release  by  them  of  their  mortgage  debt,  was,  that 
the  terms  became  not  only  satisfied,  but  attendant  upon  the 
inheritance,  and  by  force  of  sect  2  of  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  112,  extin- 
guished, so  as  to  afford  no  protection  to  a  purchaser  against  the 
Plaintiff's  claim  to  dower,  which  she  refused  to  release  on  the 
occasion  of  Qreen  and  RandeWs  purchase. 

Under  the  old  law,  whenever  a  term  would  merge  in  the  inherit- 


(1)  18  L.  J.  (C.P.)  338. 

(2)  34  Beav.  645. 

(3)  3  My.  &  Cr.  302. 

(4)  1  Beav.  496. 


(5)  4  De  G.  &  J.  531. 

(6)  1  Coll.  273. 

(7)  16  Sim.  690. 
(8;  34  Beav.  180. 
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ance,  if  both  were  in  the  same  person,  it  shall  be  considered  as 
attendant  upon  the  inheritance :  CruUe,  Dig.  (1)  ;  Capd  y. 
Oirdler(2);  and  a  term  outstanding  in  a  trustee  to  attend  the 
inheritance  would  not  protect  a  purchaser  from  dower,  unless 
tbe  term  was  actually  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  him :  MaundreU  v. 
MaundreU(3) ;  and  though,  a  term  might  preyent  the  enjoyment, 
it  did  not  take  away  the  right  to  dower :  Mde  y.  Smith  (4).  We 
say  that  the  deed  of  the  23rd  of  May,  1861,  was  an  ineffectual 
attempt  to  reyiye  terms  which  had  become  satisfied  and  extin- 
guished, and  did  not  interfere  with  the  Plaintiff's  claim  to  dower. 

Mr.  Williams,  in  reply. 
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Sib  Jahes  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

Upon  this  demurrer  I  can  only  ask  myself  the  question,  whether 
upon  the  statements  contained  in  the  bill  the  Plaintiff  may  be 
entitled  to  some  relief  at  the  hearing  or  not ;  the  demurrer  assert- 
ing a  negatiye  answer  to  that  question.  As  to  the  facts,  the  case 
is  simple  enough.  The  term  which  has  been  so  much  discussed 
was  created  at  the  time  when  the  late  husband  of  the  Plaintiff  was 
himself  only  a  termor,  and  had  a  chattel  interest ;  but  he  subse- 
quently acquired  the  fee  simple  in  the  property  comprised  in  the 
term.  The  moment  that  took  place,  as  is  admitted,  and  of  course 
cannot  be  disputed,  what  is  called  the  inchoate  right  of  the  Plain- 
tiff to  her  dower  took  effect.  That  right  to  dower  is  one  which 
she  could  deal  with — ^no  doubt  she  could  release  it  in  the  proper 
way — ^but  it  was  one  which  no  external  circumstances  could  affect 
in  any  way  whateyer  so  as  to  disparage  it.  She  remained  per- 
fectly silent  and  supine  during  the  further  transactions  which 
take  place.  Then  comes  a  time  when  the  husband,  haying  mort- 
gaged oyer  and  oyer  again  the  term  of  which  he  was  possessed 
before  he  acquired  the  fee,  became  bankrupt.  Thereupon  a  bar- 
gain is  made  between  the  ceduis  que  trust  of  the  term,  the  mort- 
gagees, and  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt,  who  had  a  right  to 
redeem  the  mortgage,  that  upon  haying  a  full  release  of  the 
ii^i^tgage  debt,  and  all  the  estate  and  interest  of  the  bankrapt, 

(1)  Tit.  xii.,  ch.  iii.,  s.  20.  (3)  7  Ves.  567 ;  10  Vea.  246. 

(2)  9  Ves.  509.  (4)  1  Jac.  &  W.  CG5. 
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they,  the  assignees,  will  convey  the  fee    simple  to  the  mort- 
gagees.     Accordingly  that  is  done,  and  in  terms  so  plain  that 
there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  e£Pect  and  operation  of  the  deed  for 
the  purpose  of  the  demurrer — whether  upon  an  answer  being  put 
in  any  other  state  of  things  could  be  suggested  is  not  now  to  be 
speculated  upon.    The  deed  of  the  28th  of  July,  1854,  conyeys 
the  fee  simple  '^  freed  and  discharged  from  all  equity  of  redemp- 
tion to  which  the  premises  might  be  subject  under  the  indenture 
of  the  29th  of  July,  1852,  or  otherwise  as  in  the  indenture  was 
mentioned."     And  it  was  by  the  indenture  further  witnessed,  that 
in  consideration  of  the  grant  (and  an  assignment  of  other  pro- 
perty not  affecting  the  matters  in  question  in  this  suit)  thereinbe- 
fore contained,  J.  E.  Qreen  and  E.  BandeU  released  the  assignees, 
and  the  lands  and  tenements,  estate  and  effects  of  Andenon 
from  their  mortgage  debt.     The  term  and  the  assignment  of  the 
term  existed  only  for  the  purpose  of  securing  payment  of  that 
debt  before  this  bargain  was  made.    The  term  is  assigned  to 
a  trustee  for  the  purpose  only  of  securing  that  debt.    By  the 
effect  of  this  deed  that  debt  is  satisfied  and  put  an  end  to, 
and  the  term  could  only  exist  after  that  for  the  purpose  of  the 
inheritance,  which  was  acquired  under  this  deed.     Within  the 
very  terms  of  the  Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  112)  it  is  a  satisfied  term; 
and  if  it  be  a  satisfied  term,  if  it  exists  no  longer,  what  impedi- 
ment or  obstacle  is  there  to  Plaintiff's  claim  for  dower  ?    While 
the  term  subsisted  she  could  not  of  course  claim  dower  untQ  the 
expiration  of  the  term.    By  the  act  of  the  purchasers  that  obstacle 
is  removed.    The  law  takes  effect,  and  she  becomes  entitled  to 
dower  as  soon  as  her  husband  shall  die.    I  canuot  doubt  either, 
as  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  deed,  or  as  to  the  cNBTect  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament.    That  that  was  the  understanding  between  the 
parties  I  do  not  permit  myself  to  doubt,  though,  also,  I  do  not 
permit  myself  to  speculate.     It  appears  that  the  deed  was  pre- 
pared properly  enough  to  contain  a  release  of  Plaintiff's  dower. 
She  alleges  upon  the  bill,  and  it  must  be  taken  to  be  true,  that  it 
was  an  imposition  upon  her,  that  it  was  an  unauthorized  use  of 
her  name,  an  unauthorized  dealing  with  her  interest    BandeU  and 
Oreen,  who  then  dealt  with  the  property,  must  have  known  that 
perfectly  well.    They  knew  it  from  the  tenor  of  the  deed.    They 
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may  have  been  content  to  run  the  risk.  Certainly  the  risk  was 
ran  for  some  time,  because  it  was  not  till  a  good  while  after  that 
that  the  assignment  of  the  term  under  which  it  is  said  to  be  vested 
in  Carritt  took  place. 

In  my  opinion  the  Plaintiff's  claim^  as  stated  upon  the  bill,  is 
one  which  must  be  disproved  before  the  bill  can  be  dismissed.  It 
cannot  be  dealt  with  upon  demurrer,  because  the  larger  portion  of 
the  argument  addressed  to  me  relates  to  circumstances  which,  for 
aught  I  know,  may  or  may  not  have  a  bearing  upon  the  case 
when  it  comes  to  be  heard. 

All  that  requires  to  be  answered ;  all  the  equities  which  arise 
upon  such  a  deed  must  be  discussed  at  the  hearing ;  upon  demurrer 
I  cannot  attend  to  them.  I  can  only  consider  it  as  a  case  plainly 
falling  within  the  terms  of  the  statute ;  a  plain  release,  extinction, 
and  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  debt  for  which  alone  the  term  was 
created,  and  for  which  alone  it  can  subsist.  The  subsequent 
assignment  I  take  to  be  a  mere  nullity.  For  the  reasons  I  haye 
stated,  yiz.,  that  a  plain  release  of  the  mortgage  debt,  for  securing 
which  the  term  was  created,  has  been  executed  by  the  then 
purchaser  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances,  and  that 
there  is  nothing  to  throw  a  doubt  or  question  upon  any  part  of 
the  transaction,  I  hold  that  there  has  been  a  dealing  with  the 
property  the  legal  consequence  of  which  was,  that  the  Plaintiff's 
inchoate  right  to  dower  was  then  accelerated  by  the  removal  of 
that  which  before  was  an  impediment.  The  Defendant  must 
answer  the  bill. 

Demurrer  overruled. 


V.-O.  B. 

1870-1 
Andbbson 

V. 
PlGNET. 


Solicitors:   Mr.  W.  R  Waller;  Mr.  JB.  W.  Bdberis. 
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v.o. B.  HARRISON  v.  GOOD. 
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Vendor  and  Purchaser — Covenant — Words — ** Nuisance** — **  Adjoining*'  Pro- 
Jan,  17,18,20,         perty- — Injunction  —  Establishment  of  a  District  National  School  not  a 
""~~  Nuisance, 

A  vendor  of  a  piece  of  land  took  from  the  purcbaaer  a  coTenant  that  he 
would  not  do,  or  sufifer  to  be  done,  on  the  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  any- 
thing which  should  be  a  nuisance  to  the  vendor  or  his  tenants,  or  the  oocnpeis 
or  owners  of  the  *'  adjoining  **  property,  or  the  houses  to  be  built  thereon. 
The  purchaser,  immediately  after  the  sale,  put  up  the  piece  of  land  again  for 
sale  by  auction  in  lots,  under  conditions  which  required  each  purchaser  to 
enter  into  a  covenant  in  similar  terms  to  the  above ;  and  each  of  the  purchasers 
did  enter  into  a  covenant  with  his  vendor  that  he  would  not  do  or  sofier  to  he 
done  on  any  of  the  premises  anything  which  should,  would,  or  might  be 
deemed  a  nuisance  to  the  original  vendor,  or  the  occupiers  or  proprietors  for  the 
time  being  of  the  '*  adjoining  **  property,  or  the  houses  to  be  built  thereon  :— 

Held,  that  by  the  word  "adjoining"  in  the  last-mentioned  covenant  was 
meant  the  property  adjoining  each  lot,  and  not  merely  the  property  adjoining 
the  whole  piece  of  land  originally  sold ;  and  that  the  owner  of  any  lot  was 
entitled  to  enforce  the  covenant  against  the  owner  of  any  other  lot. 

The  owner  of  one  of  the  lots  having  made  a  free  gift  of  the  same  to  ^ 
committee  of  a  district  national  school,  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  national 
school  erected  thereon : — 

Heldf  that  the  word  "  nuisance  **  in  the  covenant  must  be  restricted  to  its 
technical  meaning  (1) ;  that  the  establishment  of  a  national  school  is  not  a 
legal  nuisance ;  and  that  the  establishment  of  such  a  school  on  one  of  the 
above  lots  could  not  be  restrained  by  the  owner  of  a  dwelling-house  boilt 
on  an  adjoining  lot,  though  his  property  would  be  depreciated  thereby. 

X  HIS  bill  was  filed  by  John  Dangerfield,  a  solicitor,  and  the  resi- 
dent owner  of  a  house,  29,  AVbey  Place,  in  the  parish  of  MarylAonty 
Middlesex,  and  Charles  Sarrison  and  Abraham  DangerJM,  his 
trustees,  and  by  Frederick  Margrave  Qrey,  gunmaker,  owner  of  a 
house,  No.  5,  in  the  same  Abbey  Place,  against  Joseph  Henry  Good, 
architect,  and  treasurer  of  the  schools  below  mentioned ;  Sidney 
Henry  Widdrington  (since  deceased),  incumbent,  and  Thomas  Henry 
Filmier,  churchwarden  of  the  district  church  of  8L  Mark,  in  the 
parish  of  Marylebov^  ;  and  nine  other  Defendants,  members  of  the 
committee  of  management  of  Si.  MarJis  Parochial  Schools, 
In  the  year  1824  Henry  Gore  ChandJess  purchased  trom  the 

(1)  See  the  judgment  of  Sir  Tr<7Ziam      City  Railway    Company   (Law  Kep. 
Erie,  in  Brand  v.  Hammersmith  and      2  Q.  B.  247.) 
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then  owners  of  the  Eyre  estate  a  piece  of  land,  which  included  the     V.-C.  B. 
site  on  which  the  houses  in  Abbey  Place  had  since  been  erected ;        1871 
and  by  the  conveyance  on  such  sale,  dated  the  8th  and  9th  of  June,     Harbison 
1824,  Mr.  Chandleas,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,       q^^^ 

and  assigns,  covenanted  with  WcUpole  Eyre,  his  heirs  and  assigns,       

that  he,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should  not  '^  do  or  suffer  to  be  done  on 
any  of  the  said  ground  and  hereditaments  hereby  granted  or  re- 
leased, or  on  any  part  thereof,  anything  which  shall  be  a  nuisance 
to  the  said  Henry  Samuel  Eyre,  or  any  of  his  tenants,  or  the 
occupiers  or  owners  of  the  adjoining  property,  or  the  houses  to  be 
built  thereon." 

In  May,  1824,  Mr.  ChancUess  put  up  the  above  piece  of  ground 
for  sale  by  auction,  in  thirty-four  lots,  subject  to  conditions,  one  of 
which  was,  so  far  as  material,  as  follows : — 

"  The  purchasers  of  each  lot  shall,  so  as  to  bind  the  owners  for 
the  time  being  thereof,  enter  into  a  covenant  with  the  vendor, .  •  . 
not  to  do  or  suffer  to  be  done  on  the  ground  anything  which  will 
be  a  nuisance  to  Henry  Samuel  Eyre,  Esq.,  or  any  of  his  tenants, 
or  the  occupiers  of  the  adjoining  property  **  .  .  . 

Three  of  these  lots  now  formed  the  site  of  29,  AVbey  Place,  and 
were  purchased  by  a  person  who  was  the  predecessor  in  title  of 
the  two  second  named  Plaintiffs  as  trustees  for  the  Plaintiff  John 
BangerfieJd ;  another  was  purchased  by  a  predecessor  in  title  of 
the  Plaintiff  Qrey;  and  two  others  were  purchased  by  John  Thurlow, 
who  was  the  predecessor  in  title  of  the  Defendant  Oood, 

The  conveyance  to  Thwlow  was  dated  the  23rd  and  24th  of 
July,  1824.  It  recited  the  sale  by  Eyre  to  Ohandlesa,  and  the  sale 
by  auction  by  ChandtesB,  and  referred  to  a  plan  in  which  the  pro- 
perty was  described  as  having  been  sold  in  thirty-four  lots ;  and 
after  the  operative  part  of  the  deed,  contained  the  following  cove- 
nant:— 

''The  said  John  Thwrlow  doth  hereby  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  covenant  with  the  said  Henry  Oore 
Chandlese,  his  beirs  and  assigns,  that  he,  the  said  John  Thurlow, 
his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  not  do  or  suffer  to  be  done  on  any  of  the 
premises  hereby  appointed,  granted  and  released,  or  intended  so  to 
be,  or  any  part  thereof,  anything  which  shall,  will,  or  may  be 
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V.-O.  B.     deemed  a  nuisance  to  Henry  Samuel  Etfre,  or  any  of  the  tenants,  or 
1871        the  occupiers  or  proprietors  for  the  time  being  of  the  adjoining 
Harbison    property,  or  the  houses  to  be  built  thereon  "  .  •  . 
Q^j,  Each  of  the  conveyances  to  the  purchasers  of  the  other  lots 

—        contained  a  similar  covenant 

The  house  No.  29,  Abbey  Place,  was  erected  by  Mr.  DangerfM 
on  a  lot  immediately  opposite  the  site  now  belonging  to  Mr.  Oood 
at  a  cost  of  upwards  of  £6000.  Mr.  Orey'a  house,  No.  5,  was  also 
a  valuable  house,  immediately  adjoining  the  site  belonging  to 
Mr.  Oood  (which,  in  the .  numbering  of  the  street,  was  counted  as 
Nos.  6,  7,  and  8),  on  the  same  side  of  the  road. 

In  1847  the  district  parish  of  St,  Mark's,  Marylehone,  was  formed ; 
and  shortly  afterwards  national  and  parochial  schools  were  esta- 
blished for  the  district.  These  were  at  first  held  in  Marlborough 
Place,  in  the  same  district ;  but  owing  to  a  petition  or  memorial 
presented  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  street  and  neighbourhood  to 
the  managers  of  the  schools,  they  were  from  and  after  Michaelmas, 
1869,  discontinued  to  be  held  there. 

This  memorial  was  not  forthcoming,  and  wets  stated  to  be  lost 
The  Plaintiffs,  in  their  bill,  alleged  that  it  represented  the  schools 
to  be  a  nuisance  and  annoyance,  and  an  injury  to  the  neighbour- 
ing property.  The  Defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  by  their  volun- 
tary answer,  said  that  it  was  prepared  by  an  inhabitant,  who 
complained  of  the  mismanagement,  or  want  of  management,  of  the 
schools.    Evidence  was  produced  in  support  of  either  statement 

In  the  year  1867  the  vestry  of  the  distiict  contemplated  the 
erection  of  a  new  school  on  some  vacant  ground  adjoining  St.  Mark's 
Church,  which  stands  at  the  western  end  of  Abbey  Place,  where  it 
meets  Upper  HaimUon  Terrace;  and  on  the  16th  of  January  in 
that  year  they  passed  a  resolution  empowering  and  directing  the 
school  committee  to  take  immediate  steps  to  erect  new  school 
buildings  on  that  ground.  In  the  autumn  of  the  same  year  the 
Defendant,  Mr.  Widdrwgiony  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Charles 
Harrison  (who  was  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  church  ground), 
asking  whether  he  saw  any  objection  to  the  schools  being  built  on 
the  church  ground,  or  any  difficulty  in  the  case.  Mr.  Harrison 
replied  that  there  was  no  objection  on  the  part  of  the  trustees ;  and 
to  a  letter  on  the  same  subject,  addressed  to  him  in  December, 
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1867,  by  Mr.  Ooad,  Mr.  Harmm^  on  the  12th  of  December,  1867,     v..o.  B. 
answered  that  he  was  instructed  by  Mr.  Easty  one  of  his  co-trastees,       i87i 
to  say,  as  already  signified  to  Mr.  Widdringtany  that  he  had  no    Harsibon 
objection  whatever  to  the  erection  of  the  proposed  school  on  the 
south-east  comer  of  the  church  ground,  provided  it  should  be 
approved  by  him,  Mr.  Widdringtony  and  the  tenants  and  occupiers 
of  the  houses  in  the  neighbourhood.    Subscriptions  were  raised, 
and  plans  were  prepared  by  Mr.  Good  himself,  but  the  scheme  was, 
in  the  year  1868,  abandoned. 

The  Plaintiffs  alleged  that  if  the  Defendants  chose,  they  might 
now  erect  proper  parochial  schools  on  this  site,  where  the  schools 
would  not  cause  any  nuisance  or  annoyance  to  any  of  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  district ;  and  that  the  children  could  have  access  to 
the  schools  not  only  from  the  public  street,  but  along  a  mews 
which  led  to  the  site. 

The  Defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  said  they  had  been  advised 
that  the  trustees  of  the  church  ground  would  not  be  justided  in 
allowing  any  portion  of  the  ground  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
erection  of  schools;  also  that  the  access  by  way  of  the  mews 
would  be  dangerous  to. the  children,  and  that  there  was  no  existing 
light  of  way  through  the  mews,  which  was  leasehold  property. 

The  Plaintiff,  Mr.  John  JDcmgerfiddy  in  reply,  maintained  that 
power  to  grant  a  site  was  conferred  upon  the  trustees  of  the  church 
ground  by  the  School  Sites  Act  (4  &  5  Vict.  c.  38). 

Towards  the  end  of  the  year  1869,  Mr.  Oood  offered  to  the  school 
committee  the  above  plot  of  land  belonging  to  himself,  as  a  free 
gift,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  schools  erected  thereon  ;  and  on 
the  22nd  of  November,  1869,  it  was  resolved  by  the  school  com- 
mittee that  this  offer  be  gratefully  accepted. 

The  Plaintiff,  John  Dangerfidd  (who,  on  the  22nd  of  December, 

1869,  had  been  elected  a  member  of  the  school  committee),  when 
he  heard  of  the  proposal,  protested  against  it  at  the  next  com- 
mittee meeting,  and  at  first  suggested  that  a  house  and  premises, 
No.  70,  CaTlt<m  HiUy  then  about  to  be  sold  by  auction,  should  be 
purchased  by  the  committee  for  the  purpose ;  and  upon  this  pro- 
posal being  rejected,  again  recommended  the  church  site. 

At  a  school  committee  meeting,  held  on  the  5th  of  January, 

1870,  Mr.  Bangerfield  received  from  the  Defendant  James  Faridiy 
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y.-0.  B.  one  of  the  committeemen,  a  memorandum  to  the  effect  that  ''Mr. 
1871  Oood  should  inspect  the  mews  and  state  what  extent  would  satisfy 
j£^[^^j.  the  requirements  of  the  school,  if  Mr.  D."  (meaning  the  Plaintiff) 
^^  could  obtain  as  great  an  extent  of  the  mews  as  above,  and  the 
fee  simple  of  it,  and  arrange  with  Mr.  Oood  to  exchange  the  twa 
sites,  so  that  the  munificent  donation  of  ground  should  proceed 
from  Mr.  Oood  to  the  schools." 

At  a  committee  meeting,  held  on  the  12th  of  January,  after 
Mr.  JDangerfidd  had  addressed  the  meeting,  deprecating  the  plan 
of  building  on  Mr.  Oood^s  site,  and  urging  a  return  to  the  charch 
site,  a  resolution  was  passed  that  the  meeting  be  adjourned  tiU 
that  day  week,  '^  to  enable  Mr.  Dangerfidd  to  bring  forward  some 
definite  substantial  proposition  providing  ground  now  occupied  by 
a  portion  of  the  mews  adjoining  the  church  ground,  at  least  forty 
feet  in  depth,  and  making  it  freehold,  in  addition  to  obtaining  con- 
sent to  building  on  the  church  ground  adjoining,  or  such  other 
freehold  ground  of  su£Scient  extent,  and  making  good  any  sub- 
scriptions  already  paid  or  promised  which  might  in  that  case  be 
withdrawn.  An  amendment,  proposed  by  Mr.  Dangerfiddy  and 
seconded  by  the  Defendant  Charles  Dod  (who  was  the  solicitor  to 
the  committee),  that  the  meeting  be  adjourned  to  that  day  week,' 
^'to  enable  Mr.  Dangerfield  to  bring  forward  some  definite  and  sub- 
stantial proposition  for  providing  some  elegible  site  in  the  place  of 
the  piece  of  ground  in  Abbey  Place,'*  was  put  and  lost. 

On  the  16th  of  January  Mr.  Oood  wrote  to  Mr.  Dangerfidd  a 
letter,  which  contained  the  following  passage:  "If  you  and  your 
friends,  who  are  interested  in  removing  the  site  of  the  proposed 
school  building,  will  come  prepared  at  the  next  committee  to  sub- 
stitute a  portion  of  the  mews  adjoining  the  ground  surrounding- 
the  church,  with  access  to  the  same  from  the  mews,  I  will  support 
you,  and  will  at  the  same  time  undertake  to  assure  you  that  the 
vacant  ground  in  Abbey  Place  shall  be  let  for  private  residences, 
and  for  no  other  purposes.  If  you  cannot  provide  any  other  site,  I 
hope  you  will  not  obstruct  the  general  business  of  the  committee, 
as  we  have  several  matters  requiring  immediate  attention." 

On  the  19th  of  January  another  meeting  was  held,  at  which 
the  chairman  said  the  committee  were  prepared  to  consider  any 
proposition  Mr.  Dangerfield  might  submit;  and  he  accordingly 
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^addressed  to  them  a  statement,  partly  in  writing,  embodying  his     v.-G.B. 
yiews  as  to  the  feasibility  of  erecting  schools  on  the  church  site,        i87i 
protesting,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  neighbours,  on  the  erection    iub^on 
«on  Mr.  OoocCa  site  of  anything  which  should  be  deemed  to  be  a      ^Jj^ 

nuisance  to  himself  and  the  neighbouring  owners;  and  threaten-       

ing,  if  he  should  be  compelled  to  do  so,  to  file  a  bill  for  an  injunc- 
tion. He  read  a  letter  from  Mr.  Marraile,  the  architect^  expressing 
an  opinion  that  there  was  ample  room  in  the  church  ground  for 
the  proposed  buildings.  He  also  stated  that  he  had  obtained  the 
consent  of  the  Plaintiff,  Charles  Harrison  (who  was  one  of  the 
church  trustees)  to  a  thoroughfare  being  made  through  the  mews, 
«nd  to  a  sale  by  him  of  any  portion  of  the  stables  (Mr.  Harrisan^s 
property),  if  required  for  the  school,  at  a  fair  valuation.  He  also 
l^fb  a  copy  of  an  opinion  of  counsel  for  the  consideration  of  the 
committee.  Mr.  Dangerfdd  having  retired,  the  committee  resolved 
tbat  Mr.  Dod  be  requested  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  counsel  whether 
the  schools  proposed  to  be  erected  in  Abbey  Place  would  or  could 
be  deemed  to  be  a  nuisance  within  the  meaning  of  the  covenant . 
or  at  common  law,  and  whether  any  of  the  occupants  of  the 
adjoining  neighbouring  property  could  take  action  under  the 
covenant. 

On  the  27th  of  January  Mr.  Oood  wrote  to  Mr.  Dangerfieldy 
soliciting  from  him,  as  a  member  of  the  committee,  a  contribution 
for  the  schools,  and  on  the  followiug  day  Mr.  Dangerfieli  replied, 
offering,  if  the  school  were  built  on  the  church  site,  to  subscribe 
£10  towards  its  erection. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  28th  of  January  it  was  resolved  that  the 
opinion  of  counsel  which  had  been  obtained  should  not  be  read  to 
Mr.  Dangerfield;  that  Mr.  Good^s  offer  of  the  ground  should  be 
thankfully  accepted;  and  that  the  committee  should  forthwith 
proceed  to  build  on  the  site  offered  by  Mr.  Good.  At  this  meeting, 
which  was  held  at  Mr.  Good's  house,  he  being  in  the  chair,  Mr. 
Bangerfidd  offered  to  procure  the  written  consent  of  Mr.  Harrison^ 
as  given  in  the  letter  below ;  but  Mr.  Good  used  the  expression, 
"  It  is  too  late." 

On  the  8th  of  February  the  Defendant  Charles  Harrison  wrote 
to  Mr.  Dangerfield,  saying  that  he  had  only  just  returned  to  town, 
and  lost  no  time  in  writing  to  say  there  would  be  no  objection  on 
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V.-0.  B.     tlie  part  of  the  trustees  of  the  church  (as  already  intimated  to  the 
1871        parties)  to  their  building  a  school  upon  the  church  ground,  and  if 
Harbison     '^^^7  ^^  ^^^  stables  in  the  adjoining  mews,  in  which  he  had  a  lease- 
hold interest,  were  wanted  for  the  purpose,  he  should  have  no 
objection  to  sell  them  at  a  fair  valuation. 

Copies  of  this  letter  were  sent  to  the  chairman  and  secretary  o( 
the  committee,  but  no  answer  was  returned. 

Formal  notice  of  legal  proceedings  was  given  by  the  Plaintifis 
on  the  8th  of  March,  and  on  the  17th  the  bill  was  filed,  alleging- 
that  it  would  ^  not  be  possible  by  any  system  of  management"  to 
prevent  the  children  from  *' congregating  in  large  numbers,  and 
from  playing  outside  the  schoolhouse,  and  from  making  a  great 
noise  and  disturbance,  and  dirt,  and  conducting  themselves  offen- 
sively and  indecently,  to  the  serious  annoyance  and  discomfort  of 
the  Plaintififs,  John  Dangerfidd  and  Qreifj  and  of  the  other  persons 
residing  on  the  various  lots  "  sold  in  1824 ;  and  charging  that  the 
school,  if  established  on  the  Abbey  Place  site,  would  ''greatly 
diminish  the  value  of  the  respective  properties  aforesaid,"  and 
would  '^  necessarily  and  inevitably  become  and  continue  a  grievance 
and  permanent  nuisance  to  the  Plaintiffs "  aforesaid,  "  and  the 
other  occupiers  of  the  property  adjoining,  and  in  the  immediate 
neighbourhood  of  the  new  site." 

The  bill  prayed  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  **  the  Defendants, 
their  architects,  builders,  servants,  and  agents,  from  establishing 
any  national  or  parochial  schools  "  on  the  site  in  question,  "  and 
from  doing,  or  suffering  to  be  done  upon  the  said  premises,  any- 
thing which  shall  be  or  be  deemed  to  be  a  nuisance  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs, or  any  of  the  tenants  or  the  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of 
the  property  adjoining  the  said  premises,  or  the  houses  built  on 
such  adjoining  property  "  (following  what  was  then  supposed  to  be 
the  exact  language  of  the  covenant). 

Before  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  bill,  contracts  bad  been 
entered  into  for  the  erection  of  temporary  schools  on  the  site,  and 
these  temporary  buildings  had  since  been  completed. 

In  April,  1870,  the  committee  adopted  a  number  of  rules  for  the 
conduct  and  management  of  the  schools,  amongst  which  was  one 
that  the  schools  were  *'  under  the  superintendence  and  manage- 
ment of  the  clergy  and  a  committee  of  gentlemen  resident  in  the 
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neighbourhood ;"  another  that  the  children  were  to  be  "  in  the     V.-C. 
school  every  morning  at  9  a.m.,  with  clean  hands  and  face,  their       187] 
hair  neat,"  &c. ;  the  boys'  school  was  to  close  at  12  a^m.,  the  girls'    HARRisoif 
at  12.15  P.M.    Both  schools  to  open  in  the  afternoon  at  2  P.M., 
and  to  close,  the  girls'  at  4.15  P.M.,  the  boys'  at  4.30  p.m.    The  last 
rale  was  as  follows :  ^  The  committee  especially  desire  that  every 
effort  be  made  and  precaution  taken  to  insure  quiet  and  orderly 
entrance  into  and  departure   from  the  school    premises.     The 
scholars,  on  leaving,  are  to  be  sent  in  order  out  of  Abbey  Place  under 
the  charge  of  the  pupil  teachers ;  and  children  who  are  guilty  of 
noisy  or  refractory  behaviour  in  coming  to  or  returning  from  the 
school  will  be  immediately  punished,  and  on  repetition  of  such 
conduct  will  be  liable  to  expulsion." 

The  motion  for  injunction,  adjourned  from  the  2nd  of  June,  was, 
on  the  16th  of  June,  ordered  to  stand  over  for  three  weeks,  on  a 
continued  undertaking ;  and  on  the  27th  of  June  the  Defendants 
filed  a  voluntary  answer,  submitting  that  the  schools  would  not  be 
a  nuisance. 

The  present  hearing  was  on  motion  for  decree. 

The  Plaintiffs'  case,  as  to  the  fact  of  the  schools  being  an  annoy- 
ance, was  supported  by  the  evidence  of  residents  in  Alibey  Place, 
who  considered  that  the  schools  would  be  a  nuisance  in  many  ways 
to  themselves  and  their  families ;  also,  by  the  testimony  of  former 
inhabitants  of  Marlbor(mffh  Place,  who  asserted  that  a  great  nuisance 
arose  from  the  crowding  of  the  road  by  the  children  in  coming  and 
going  to  the  schools,  the  noise  made  by  them  in  playing,  their 
offensive  habits,  and  frequent  practice  of  writing  indecent  words  on 
the  walls.  Counter  evidence,  on  the  other  hand,  went  to  shew  that 
the  above  causes  of  complaint  were  in  some  degree  to  be  accounted 
for  by  the  want  of  accommodation  in  the  Marlborough  Place  build- 
ings, and  were  at  all  events  greatly  exaggerated. 

As  to  the  depreciation  in  the  value  of  house  property  caused  by 
the  establishment  in  the  neighbourhood  of  such  schools  as  these, 
the  Plaintiffs  adduced  tlie  evidence  of  a  number  of  leading  archi- 
tects and  surveyors,  which  was  very  slightly  contradicted. 

Mr.  Eddia,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Liiidley^  for  the  Plaintiffs :— « 

The  covenant  in  the  purchase  deed  of  Thurlow,  the  predecessor 
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v.-c.  B.     of  the  Defendant  Good^  enured  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  purchasen 
1671        of  the  other  lots  sold  at  thesale :  Mann  y.  I^ephens  (1) ;  Wedem  v. 
nil^N    MacdermoU  {2). 

••  The  only  operative  word  in  the  covenant  is  "  nuisance."    The 

difference  between  legal  and  equitable  nuisance  is  illustrated  by 

Tiffing  v.  Eckerdey  (3).  What  a  "  nuisance  "  is,  is  defined  by  Gofe 
on  Easements  (4) ;  by  Blaekstone  (5),  in  the  following  terms :  "  Nui- 
sance,  nocumentum,  or  annoyance,  signifies  anything  that  works 
hurt,  inconvenience,  or  damage  f*  and  by  Bumll  on  Crimes  (6) 
in  the  same  terms.  The  annoyance  which  will  be  occasioned 
by  a  national  school  is  abundantly  shewn  by  the  evidence. 

The  brick-burning  cases  have  given  rise  to  various  definitions 
of  nuisance,  especially  by  Yice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce^  in  a 
well-known  passage  in  Walter  v.  8elfe  (7) ;  Bamford  v.  TanJUy  (8) 
and  Cavey  v.  Leadbitter  (9)  also  illustrate  this. 

As  to  the  particular  matters  here  complained  of,  in  Doe  t. 
Keeling  (10)  Lord  ESenborcyugh  says  (11):  ^^A  business  of  this 
kind  (that  of  a  schoolmaster)  would  necessarily  produce  incon- 
venience in  the  neighbourhood,  both  by  the  disturbance  which 
the  inmates  of  the  house  would  create,  and  by  drawing  to  the  spot 
a  large  resort  of  persons,  such  as  the  parents  and  friends  of  the 
children." 

In  Kemp  v.  Sober  (12)  the  covenant  was,  "  not  to  carry  on  any 
trade,  business,  or  ccdling  ...  to  the  annoyance,  nuisance,  or 
injury  "  of  any  of  the  houses  of  Kemp  Toum  estate.  Brighten;  and 
it  was  held  that  the  carrying  on  a  girls'  school  was  within  the 
terms  of  the  covenant. 

In  Inchbdld  y.  Bdbinson  (13)  it  was  held  that  the  noise  occasioned 
by  the  music  and  shouting  of  performers  in  a  circus  was  a  nuisance 
to  the  occupiers  of  adjoining  houses. 

In  OaunOett  v.  Whitworth  (14),  which  was  a  case  of  nuisance,  an 

(1)  15  Sim.  377.  (7)  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  316. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  72.  (8)  3  B.  &  S.  62. 

(3)  2  K.  &  J.  264.  (9)  13  C.  B.  (N.S.)  470. 

(4)  Page  275 ;  4th  Ed.  p.  428.  (10)  1  M.  &  8.  95. 

(5)  Vol.    iii.  p.  216 ;   Broom  &  (11)  Ibid.  99. 

Hftdley'8  Ed.  p.  285.  (12)  1  Sim.  (N.S.)  617. 

,     (6)  Vol.  i.  p.  317 ;  4th  Ed.  p.  435.  (13)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  388. 

(14)  2  C.  &  K.  720. 
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architect  in  the  witnesa-box  was  allowed  by  Chief  Justice  Wilde     v.-C.  B. 
to  be  asked  whether  any  depreciation  of  property  was  occasioned       i87i 
by  the  acts  complained  of.    Here  the  evidence  as  to  depreciation    harkmon 
is  substantially  uncontradicted. 
[They  also  cited  SoUau  v.  De  Held  (1).] 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.^  and  Mr.  Marten,  for  the  Defendants : — 

We  are  not  bound  to  the  Plaintiffs  by  this  covenant ;  only  to 
the  vendor.  In  Mann  v.  Stephens  (2)  the  suit  was  brought  by  a 
successor  in  title  of  the  vendor  himself.  In  this  case  there  were 
no  reciprocal  covenants :  Child  v.  Douglas  (3).  The  contention 
necessarily  implies  that  the  vendor  has  never  released  Thwrhw ; 
but  that  does  not  appear  to  be  the  fact.  If  a  vendor  sells  a  portion 
of  a  plot  of  land,  retaining  the  rest,  and  covenants  with  the  pur- 
chaser not  to  build  on  the  portion  retained,  that  covenant  will 
bmd  a  purchaser  of  the  retained  portion,  though  the  covenant 
does  not  run  with  the  land.  But  if  a  vendor  sells  in  lots,  taking  a 
covenant  from  each  purchaser,  and  not  engaging  not  to  release,  and 
theref  are  no  reciprocal  covenants,  the  purchaser  of  one  lot  has  no 
remedy  against  the  purchaser  of  another ;  for  this  reason,  that  the 
vendor  (unless  he  bas  covenanted  to  the  contrary)  may  release 
any  purchaser  he  pleases.  On  this  ground  Western  v.  Maedertnott  (4) 
may  be  distinguished. 

Upon  the  language  of  the  covenant,  the  word  ''  nuisance  "  must 
be  confined  to  its  strict  legal  acceptation.  In  Doe  v.  Keeling  (5) 
the  question  simply  was :  Is  the  keeping  a  school  a  business  ? 
In  Kemp  v.  Sober  (6)  there  were  the  additional  words  "  annoyance 
or  injury,"  which  do  not  occur  here. 

Baean,  Abr.  "Nuisance"  (A)  (7),  defines  a  number  of  nuisances, 
but  does  not  mention  the  keeping  of  a  school.  In  Rex  v.  Moore  (8) 
it  was  said  that  if  a  person  collected  together  a  crowd  of  people 
to  the  annoyance  of  his  neighbours,  that  was  a  nuisance ;  but  that 
was  for  profit,  being  the  case  of  keeping  grounds  for  pigeon-shoot- 
ing.   In  Inchbcdd  v.  Robinson  (9),  the  circus  case,  it  was  not  the 

(1)  2  Sim.  (N.S.)  133.  (5)  1  M.  ifc  S.  95. 

(2)  15  Sim.  377.  (6)  1  Sim.  (N.S.)  517. 

(3)  Kay,  560 ;   2  Jur.  (N.S.)  950 ;  (7)  7th  Ed.  vol.  v.  p.  788. 

on  api^eal.  5  D.  M.  &  G.  739.  (8)  3  B.  &  Ad.  184, 188. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  2  Cli.  72.  (9)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  383. 
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y.-G.  B.     assembling  together  of  the  crowd  which  was  held  to  be  the 

1871  nuisance,  but  the  shouting  and  noise  within  the  building. 
Harbison  The  only  authority  about  a  school  being  a  nuisance-  which  is 
to  be  found,  is  in  Comy%  Dig.  "  Action  upon  the  Case  for  a  Nui- 
sance '*  (C)  (1),  where  the  only  instances  given  in  which  a  school 
may  be  a  nuisance,  are,  firstly,  the  setting  up  of  a  school  "so 
near  my  study,  who  am  of  the  profession  of  the  law,  that  the 
noise  interrupts  my  studies ;"  and,  secondly, "  if  a  schoolmaster  set 
up  a  school  near  to  the  school  of  another."  Even  in  the  former  of 
these  cases,  it  is  the  noise  inside,  not  the  crowd,  noise,  and  habits 
of  the  children  outside,  which  constitute  the  nuisance. 

In  Soltau  V.  De  Held  (2)  it  was  the  ringing  of  the  bells,  not  the 
building  of  the  church,  which  was  complained  of,  and  restrained. 
There  is  no  case  in  which  the  mere  assemblage  of  persons  to  an 
entertainment,  without  noise,  has  been  held  to  be  a  nuisance.  In 
Bex  V.  Moore  (3)  there  was,  besides  the  acts  of  trespass  and  of 
injury  to  property,  the  noise  in  discharging  the  fowling-pieces. 
In  Waiker  v.  Brewster  (4)  there  were,  in  addition  to  the  crowd, 
the  performance  of  a  powerful  brass  band,  fireworks,  &c. 

A  school  is  a  lawful  undertaking ;  and  a  national  school  is  not 
conducted  for  profit.  Day  pupils  cannot  assemble  without  using 
the  public  streets.  The  streets  are  under  the  supervision  of  the 
police,  and  the  schools  are  regulated  by  teachers  and  managers. 
There  is  no  reason  why  the  assemblage  and  dispersion  of  the 
children  should  not  be  managed  so  as  to  be  free  from  noise 
and  offensive  acts. 

The  covenant  is,  that  no  nuisance  shall  be  committed  "  on  "  the 
strip  of  land.  But  it  is  not  said,  nor  can  it  be  said,  that  what  is  done 
on  the  land  by  school-keeping  causes  the  nuisance  ;  the  complaint 
is  about  something  which  is  done  off  the  land  in  coming  and  going. 

Evidence  of  depreciation  in  value  may  be  resorted  to,  but  only  to 
measure  the  amount  of  a  nuisance  when  proved ;  the  fact  of  the  nui- 
sance must  be  first  established  independently;  the  circumstance 
of  depreciation  is  not  sufficient  alone  to  establish  a  nuisance. 

The  better  construction  of  the  covenant  is,  that  by  the  words 
"  adjoining  property  "  was  meant,  not  the  adjoining  lots,  but  the 

(1)  oth  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  420.  (3)  3  B.  &  Ad.  188. 

(2)  2  Sim.  (N.S.)  133.  (4)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  26. 
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property  adjoining  the  whole  piece  of  ground  originally  sold  to     v.-O.  B. 
GhancUesSy  and  which  was  then  being  sold  in  lots.  I87i 


Mr.  EddiSy  in  reply : — 

On  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  sue  on  the 
covenant.  Western  v.  Macdermott  (1)  is  really  conclusive.  The 
true  result  of  the  decision  in  Child  v.  Douglas  (2)  has  been  ex- 
plained in  Kecdes  v.  Lyon  (3).  The  vendor  is,  in  cases  of  this 
kind,  a  trustee  of  the  covenant  for  all  the  purchasera 

On  the  other  point,  '^  nuisance  "  must  be  held  to  mean  whatever 
may  render  a  man's  occupation  of  his  residence  ''  substantially  un- 
comfortable :"    Walter  v.  Sdfe  (4) ;  Hde  v.  Barlow  (5). 

Although  the  acts  complained  of  are  not  done  on  the  land,  if  they 
are  the  necessary  and  inevitable  result  of  what  is  done  on  the  land, 
they  will  be  restrained,  as  in  the  pigeon-shooting  and  circus  cases. 

Sib  Jambs  BiicoN,  V.O. : — 

Upon  the  first  point  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  Plaintiff 
John  Bangerfidd  is  entitled  to  the  full  benefit  of  the  covenant, 
and  entitled  to  it  i^ainst  the  Defendant,  the  owner  of  the  land,  and 
the  other  Defendants  associated  with  him.  The  history  of  the  case 
appears  to  be  this — ^that  Mr.  Eyre  sold  his  land  to  Mr.  Ohand- 
less,  and  took  a  restrictive  covenant  from  him;  Mr.  Ghandless^ 
at  a  subsequent  time,  sold  the  land  which  he  had  bought,  and 
sold  it  under  those  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale  which 
are  stated  in  the  bill.  The  5th  condition,  which  has  been  re- 
ferred to,  which  I  need  not  read  again,  is  in  substance  and  nearly 
in  words  the  same  as  the  covenant  which  was  afterwards  introduced 
into  the  conveyance. 

Now,  I  have  looked  at  the  conveyance.  The  conveyance  itself 
is  entirely  in  accordance  with  the  statements  in  the  bill  and  the 
facts  which  are  proved  in  the  case.  The  conveyance,  as  I  very 
well  recollect  (I  have  it  not  at  hand,  and  it  is  unnecessary  that  I 
should  refer  to  it  piiarticularly,  unless  I  make  a  mistake  in  stating 
the  substance  of  it),  contains,  firsts  a  recital  of  the  purchase  from 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  72.  (3)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  218,  228. 

(2)  Kay,  560 ;  2  Jur.  (N'.S.)  950 ;  (4)  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  315. 
S.  C,  on  appeal,  5  D.  M.  &  G.  739.                     (5)  4  C.  B.  (X.S.)  334. 


Harbison 

V. 

Good. 


V. 

Good. 
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v.-c.  li.     Mr.  Eyre  by  Mr.  Ghandlesa,  and  of  the  conveyance  by  Mr.  Eyre 
1871        to  Mr.  Chandkss.    It  is  said  in  one  passage  in  the  answer,  that' 

Harbison     ^^hen  the  abstract  was  delivered  there  was  no  notice  contained  ia 
it  of  the  restrictive  covenant.     I  pass  by  that,  as  being  wholly 
unimportant.     If  the  conveyance  was  stated  upon  the  abstract,  of 
course  it  was  the  duty,  which  could  not  be  avoided^  of  the  pur- 
chaser's solicitor  to  look  at  the  conveyance,  which  was  there  shordy 
recited.     I  can  have  no  doubt,  therefore,  if  that  were  an  important 
point,  which   I  do  not  think  it  is,  that  the  Defendant  Qooi  is> 
clearly  fixed  with  distinct  notice  of  the  covenant  entered  into  by 
Mr.  Chandless  with  Mr.  Eyre,    Besides  that,  the  deed  goes  on  to 
recite  the  sale  by  auction  in  thirty-four  lots,  and  it  refers  to  a 
plan,  which  is  in  the  margin  of  the  first  skin  of  parchment  upon 
which  the  conveyance  is  written,  which  describes  the  whole  of  the 
thirty-four  lots.    What  is  meant,  therefore,  by  the   "adjoining* 
property  "  in  the  ^covenant  is,  in  my  opinion,  open  to  no  kind  of 
doubt  or^question ;  and  the  covenant  itself,  being  considered  only 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  deed,  not  importing  into 
it  any  other  circumstances  which  one  may  believe  to  have  existed,., 
is  to  be  read  as  if,  an  auction  being  held,  and  thirty-four  lots 
being  submitted  to  public  competition,  the  purchaser,  Mr.  ThurhWf 
bought  three   of  those  lots,   and  bought  them  upon  the  terms 
mentioned  in  the  conditions  of  sale,  which  terms  were  afterwards- 
embodied  in  the  conveyance.    The  covenant  which  he  entered 
into,  which  has  been  so  often  referred  to,  is,  that  he,  ThurloWy  lus- 
heirs  or  assigns,  ''will  not  do  or  suffer  to  be  done  upon  the 
premises  anything  which  shall  be,  or  be  deemed  to  be,  a  nuisance 
to  Henry  Samvd  Eyre,  or  any  of  the  tenants  or  the  occupiers  for 
the  time  being  of  the  adjoining  property,  or  the  houses  to  be  built 
thereon."    In  my  opinion,  there  is  no  doubt  whatever  that,  as  a 
matter  of  construction,  "  the  adjoining  property  '*  there  mentionedf 
is  that  property  adjoining  the  three  lots  purchased  by  Mr.  Thur- 
low,  which  are  described  in  the  plan  drawn  in  the  margin  of  the 
conveyance.     Of  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff  to  sue,  therefore,  upon, 
the  covenant,  in  my  opinion  no  question  can  be  raised. 

There  remains  only  to  be  considered  whether  that  which  the 
Plaintiff  complains  of  is  an  infraction  of  the  covenant.  Now  the 
covenant  is  in  very  limited  terms,  no  doubt.     Probably  the  con- 
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veyancer  thought  that  he  had  yeiy  sufficiently  prevented  the      V.-O.B. 
possibility  of  any  erection  being  made  upon  the  land,  or  of  doing       igyi 
anything  by  means  of  any  erection  upon  the  land,  which  could  be    hamison 
even  distasteful  to  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  property*    K  that         *• 
was  his  meaning,  he  has  not  expressed  it,  and  it  is  not  competent       '— - 
to  me  to  enlarge  the  meaning  of  the  words  which  he  has  employed, 
and  which  form  the  contract  between  the  parties. 

The  word  "  nuisance  "  is  a  word  perfectly  well  known  to  the  law. 
It  means  only  one  thing.  In  common  parlance,  **  nuisance,"  no 
doubts  is  applied  to  a  great  many  things  wholly  different  from,  and 
others  not  at  all  like,  the  definition  which  by  law  is  given  to  the 
word  ^  nuisance."  But  if  it  does  not  mean  only  that  signification 
which  the  law  has  put  upon  it,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  what  it  does 
mean ;  because,  if  I  enlarge  it  in  some  degree,  I  must  enlarge  it 
perhaps  in  a  greater  degree,  and  if  I  were  to  substitute  the  popular 
word  "  annoyance  "  for  the  legal  term  "  nuisance,"  I  .do  not  know 
how  I  could  stop,  if  any  person  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  cove- 
nant should  allege  to  me  that  the  thing  which  was  being  done  was 
disagreeable  or  distasteful  to  him.  It  might  be  carried  so  far.  It 
would  be,  I  think,  reducing  the  covenant  to  an  absurdity  if  I  were 
to  extend  it  so  as  to  include  mere  matters  of  personal  antipathy. 
That  which  would  be  odious  and  almost  intolerable  to  one  man, 
others  might  not  care  a  straw  about.  I  say,  therefore,  that  I  am 
confined  entirely  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  '*  nuisance,"  as  I  find 
it  used  in  and  applied  by  the  law. 

Now,  the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  strictly  limit  it  to 
that.  The  case  of  the  brick-burning  was  this :  A  man  who  bums 
bricks  to  the  nm'sance  of  his  neighbours  is  liable  to  be  restrained 
by  this  Court,  and  is  liable  to  an  action  on  the  case  brought  against 
him  in  a  Court  of  Common  Law.  This  case  does  not  approach  that 
authority  at  alL  Then  it  is  said  that  this  will  be  disagreeable  to 
the  Plaintiff.  No  doubt  it  will.  It  is  said  also  that  it  will  depre- 
ciate his  property.  I  think  there  is  abundant  evidence  in  support 
of  that  fact;  but  that  is  not  enough. 

The  common  law  case  of  Doe  v.  Kedinff  (I),  which  was  referred 
to,  established  nothing  to  shew  that  the  thing  itself  was  a  nuisance. 
But  it  was  pointed  out  to  the  jury  who  had  to  assess  the  damages, 

(1)  1  M.  &  S.  95. 


V. 
(iOOD. 
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V.-O.  B.  that  they  were  not  to  consider  what  was  done  a  mere  trifle — not  a 
1871  mere  infraction  of  a  covenant  which  would  bring  with  it  no  sob- 
HAMiflOK  staiitial  injury — but  that  the  carr)'ing  on  the  trade  of  a  school  in  a 
place  where  a  man  has  contracted  to  carry  on  ^o  trade  at  all,  might 
be  not  merely  a  breach  of  covenant,  but  a  great  inconyenience 
to  the  persons  interested,  and  might  be  doing  the  very  thing  the 
covenant  was  intended  to  prevent. 

The  case  of  Kemp  v.  Sober  (1)  is  open, 'in  my  opinion,  to  the 
same  observation ;  because  we  all  know  that,  although  the  Court  of 
Chancery  interferes,  when  it  thinks  it  right,  by  way  of  injunction 
to  prevent  the  violation  of  a  covenant,  yet,  if  the  violation  is  so 
slight,  formal,  and  unsubstantial  that  the  Plaintiff  can  have  no 
ground  in  conscience  to  complain  of  it,  the  Court  wiU  not  grant 
an  injunction.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  observation  was  made 
by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  in  Kemp  v.  Sober,  as  to  the  word  "  annoy- 
ance." The  word  "  annoyance  "  occurred  in  the  covenant  in  that 
case,  and  an  annoyance  might  be  experienced  by  the  adjoining 
neighbours  from  the  fact  of  there  being  a  school  in  which  music 
and  dancing  were  taught. 

Now,  can  I  say  that  this  is  a  nuisance  ?  The  building  of  a  hous(^ 
is  no  nuisance.  The  establishment  of  a  school  is  no  nuisance  iu 
itself.  As  to  the  fact  that  a  number  of  boys  will  be  collected  (I  do 
not  know  that  they  are  collected  to  go  to  school,  but  when  they 
come  out,  unquestionably  there  will  be  collected  a  number  of  boys 
coming  out  of  school  at  the  end  of  school  hours),  being  the  Queen's 
subjects,  and  walking  along  the  Queen's  highway,  I  do  not  see  by 
what  kind  of  reasoning  it  can  be  said  that  that  wiU  be  i^  nuisance. 
I  do  not  forget  it  is  said  there  was  a  school  in  Marlborough 
Place,  which  is  proved  to  have  been  what  is  called  a  **  nuisance ;" 
and  that  deserves '  to  be  examined,  because  the  evidence  states 
that  it  was  inconvenient  and  injurious  to  one  of  the  witnesses^ 
that  he  lost  a  good  tenant,  and  for  four  years  he  could  not  get 
another ;  and  then  he  was  obliged  to  sell  the  house  at  a  reduced 
price.  The  inconvenience  there  spoken  of  is,  that  the  boys,  on 
coming  out  of  school,  misbehaved  themselves.  That  is  not  a 
necessary  consequence  of  their  being  in  school  or  of  their  coming 
out  of  school.    The  common  police  regulations  of  the  metropolis 

(1)  1  Sim.  (N.S.)  517. 
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prevent  the  possibility  of  any  such  nuisance  being  committed,  it'  V.-C.  B. 
the  police  think  fit  to  put  the  law  in  force.     If  boys  commit  the        1871 

indecencies'  which  are  spoken   of,  they  can  at  once  be  punished  habrison 
and  restrained.    I  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  in  such  a  tho-       ,^1: 

(tOOD. 

ronghfare   as  Abbey  Place  is  described  to  be,  the  same  sort  of       

inconvenience  will  exist  as  existed  in  MarTborough  Pku^e,  which  is 
described  as  a  smaller  and  shorter  street.  But  I  do  not  enter  into 
that.  Nor  am  I  much  impressed  by  the  statement  that  rules  have 
been  made,  because  I  observe  from  the  date  that  the  rules  were 
made  after  the  bill  was  filed ;  and  although  £  give  the  Defendants 
credit,  to  which  they  clearly  are  entitled,  for  not  meaning  to  permit 
anything  which  would  be  indecent  or  improper,  or  ev^n  incon- 
venient to  anybody,  yet  I  cannot  attach  very  much  importance  to 
that  I  have  no  means  of  enforcing  the  rules,  nor  any  confident 
notion  that  the  rules  will  be  observed. 

Throughout  the  whole  of  this  case  I  have  been  endeavouring  to 
find  out  where  the  legal  nuisance  is.  If  it  is  not  a  legal  nuisance,  I 
have  nothing  to  do  with  it.  Unless  the  nuisance  complained  of  is 
one  for  which  an  indictment  will  lie,  or  an  action  can  be  maintained, 
in  my  opinion  it  is  no  nuisance  within  the  terms  of  this  covenant. 

I  would  not  have  it  supposed  that  I  am  not  perfectly  sensible  of  ^ 
the  great  disadvantage  which  will  happen  to  the  Plaintifi^,  Air. 
Danperfieldy  if  this  school  should  be  established  in  the  place  where 
it  is  proposed.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  value  of  his  property  will 
be  depreciated.  But  the  case  which  was  referred  to,  and  very 
properly  referred  to,  is  by  no  means  an  authority  for  the  pro- 
position that,  because  a  depreciation  in  value  would  take  place, 
the  owners  of  adjoining  property  suffering  depreciation  have  there- 
fore a  right  to  call  that  a  "  nuisance  "  which  they  tail  to  prove 
otherwise  to  be  a  nuisance.  The  law  upon  that  subject  I  take  to  be 
clear  and  plain.  I  am  obliged,  therefore,  to  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  no  legal  nuisance  will  be  committed ;  and  I  will  go 
a  little  further  and  say,  I  do  not  believe  that  there  could  by 
possibility  happen  anything  which  can  be  properly  called  a  **  nui- 
sance," although  it  may  be  an  inconvenience  or  a  disadvantage. 
A  loss  to  Mr.  Dangerfidd  unquestionably  there  would  be ;  all  the 
hopes  that  he  formed  when  he  spent  £6000  in  building  his  house 
will  be  disappointed ;  his  residence  will  be  made  much  less  agree- 
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V.-C.  B.  able  than  it  w£ts.    But  I  cannot  enlarge  the  terms  of  this  covenant 

1871  in  order  to  give  him  a  right  which  has  not  been  stipulated  for  Ie 

HAraisox  *^®  covenant,  a  matter  which  the  Defendants  are  entitled  to  the 

^  ^-  benefit  of  as  much  as  he  is.  and  which  was  introduced  for  their 

Good. 

common  benefit. 

I  am  obliged,  therefore,  to  dismiss  his  bill ;  but  I  cannot  order  him 
to  pay  the  costs  of  it,  and  for  a  very  plain  reason.  It  has  been 
proved  to  my  satisfaction  that,  upon  the  church  site,  there  is  a 
space  upon  which  the  gentlemen  who  are  the  Defendants  in  this  snit 
might,  if  they  had  chosen,  have  built,  and  may  still,  if  they  should 
choose,  build  a  convenient  and  suitable  school.  The  evidence 
shews  that  there  did  exist  some  doubt  upon  the  subject  in  the  fiist 
place,  in  consequence  of  a  barrister's  opinion  (which  doubt  was 
removed  by  a  subsequent  opinion),  that  the  schools  may  well  be 
established  there.  There  was  a  difficulty  about  obtaining  access 
to  the  schools ;  that  difficulty  has  also  been  removed,  as  appears 
by  Mr.  Harrison's  evidence ;  and  the  site  may  be  easily  and  con- 
veniently procured.  I  think  that  if  Mr.  DangerfidXs  offer  then 
made — I  say  nothing  about  his  offer  since  made,  because  I  have 
no  power  to  enforce  that  offer  upon  these  gentlemen— had  been 
accepted,  and  the  remonstrance  which  was  made  by  him  had 
been  attended  to,  it  is  probable  there  would  have  been  no 
litigation. 

The  reason  why  I  do  not  give  the  costs  is,  first,  I  am  satisfied 
that  there  is,  and  the  Defendants  know  there  is,  a  suitable  site 
which  might  be  had  gratis  for  the  establishment  of  these  schools. 
That  appears  not  only  from  the  evidence  which  has  been  adduced^ 
but  there  is  also  a  plan — I  do  not  know  whether  I  am  strictly  right 
ii^  referring  to  it- — drawn  by  Mr.  Qood  himself,  which  shews  not 
only  the  site  of  the  schools,  but  the  access  and  entrance  for  the 
scholars  through  the  mews.  Without,  however,  looking  at  this 
plan,  considering  what  is  elsewhere  proved,  I  am  satisfied,  without 
imputing  motives  to  these  gentlemen,  that  if  they  had  been 
actuated  by  the  ordinary  feelings  which  one  may  ascribe  to  neigh- 
bours living  in  a  district  like  this,  they  might  have  accomplished 
that  most  useful  object  which  they  have  in  view,  without  doing 
any  injury  to  Mr.  Dangerfield.  The  tone  of  the  letters  from 
Mr.  Oood  to  Mr.  Dangerfield  satisfies  me  that  I  ought  not  \i> 


Good. 
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make  the  Flamtiff  pay  the  costs  of  this  suit.  Mr.  Oood  says :  "  If  v.-o.  B. 
you  and  your  fnends^  who  are  interested  in  removing  the  site  of  the  ib7i 
proposed  school  building,  will  come  prepared  at  the  next  com-  HARRifiON 
mittee  to  substitute  a  portion  of  the  mews  adjoining  the  ground 
SQirounding  the  churchy  with  access  to  the  same  from  the  mews,  I 
will  support  youy  and  will  at  the  same  time  undertake  to  assure 
you  that  the  vacant  ground  in  Abbey  Place  shall  be  let  for  private 
residences,  and  for  no  other  purposes.  If  you  cannot,  provide  any 
other  site  I  hope  you  will  not  obstruct  the  general  business  of  the 
committee^  as  we  have  several  matters  requiring  immediate  atten- 
tion." Mr.  Domgerfield  did  his  best  to  comply  with  that ;  he  pro- 
cured the  assent  of  the  trustees  of  the  school  site ;  he  procured  the 
consent  of  Mr.  EarriBonj  who  was  the  owner  of  land  in  the  mews. 
AU  that  seems  to  have  been  in  vain.  On  the  27th  of  January 
Mr.  Oo(d  writes  to  him  again :  *'  A  meeting  of  the  8t  MwtUz  86hool 
BwJding  Committee  will  be  held  here  to-morrow  evening,  and  as 
you  have  only  recently  been  elected  one  of  its  members,  I  may  as 
well  intimate  to  you  at  once  that  it  is  expected  every  member 
belonging  to  it  will,  in  one  way  or  another,  assist  in  contributing  to 
the  fund,  as  every  member  has  already  done  so  most  liberally, 
excepting  yourself.  I  am  anxious  to  inquire  whether  you  will  be 
prepared  to  announce  at  this  meeting  your  willingness  and  intention 
to  contribute."  Mr.  Oood  had  perhaps  a  right  to  write  such  a 
letter  as  that.  At  the  same  time  it  strikes  me  that  it  is  au 
attempt,  knowing  the  disadvantage  under  which  Mr.  DimgerfiM 
laboured,  to  make  him  contribute  not  to  the  extent  that  he  thought 
right,  but  to  the  extent  that  would  satisfy  Mr.  (?ooi,  or  perhaps 
^me  other  person.  I  think  that  was  unfair  and  unneighbourly 
conduct.  I  think  that  by  reason  of  that  correspondence,  and  pro- 
bably in  consequence  of  that  only,  this  suit  was  instituted.  I 
thinks  if  Mr.  Bangerjield!s  offer  had  been  more  readily  accepted — 
if  his  remonstrances  had  been  more  fairly  and  patiently  attended 
to — ^there  would  have  been  no  litigation. 

Although,  therefore,  I  can  give  him  no  relief  upon  this  record, 
I  dismiss  his  bill  without  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Dangerjield  &  Fraser. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Bod  dt  Longstaffe^ 
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v.-o.  B.  In  re  CREDIT  FONCIER  OF  ENGLAND. 

1871 

y^.^^  ( 'ompafiy — Reduction  of  Capital  and  SJiares — 30  <fe  31  Viet,  c,  131 — Genmil 

Jan.  21.  Order  of  the  2Ut  of  Marehj  1868— -Forw*  of  Order. 

A  Petition  having  been  presented^by  a  company  for  confirmation  of  resolu- 
tions for  reduction  of  its  capital  and  shares,  an  order  was  made  for  an  inqoiiy 
as  to  debts,  and  the  presentation  of  the  Petition  was  directed  to  be  adrertiied, 
and  a  list  of  creditors  to  be  left  at  the  Judge's  Chambers.  This  having  been 
done,  the  Chief  Clerk  certified  that  a  list  of  creditors  had  been  settled,  bat 
that  the  names  of  some  of  the  creditors,  who  were  holders  of  the  company  s 
debentures,  being  unknown  to  the  company,  did  not  appear  on  the  Ust. 
None  of  them  had  claimed  under  the  13th  section  of  the  Companie$  Act,  1867, 
to  be  entered  on  the  list.  Upon  the  Petition  coming  on  to  be  heard,  and  being 
unopposed : — 

Ileldf  that  the  debenture  holders  w  ere  in  the  position  of  creditors  who  were 
now  excluded,  imder  the  13th  section,  from  the  right  of  objecting  to  the  pro- 
posed reduction. 

Other  creditors  named  in  the  list,  whose  debts  were  not  yet  due,  and  were 
secured,  had  neither  assented  to,  nor  dissented  from  the  proposed  reduction: 

Held,  that  they  were  not  to  be  considered  creditors  "  who  do  not  assent,* 
within  the  14th  section  of  the  Act,  but  must  be  taken  to  have  assented. 

Fourteen  days  from  the  date  of  the  order  fixed  for  discontinuance  of  the 
words  "  and  Reduced." 

Form  of  order  as  to  final  advertisements,  and  otherwise. 

X  HIS  was  a  Petition  presented  by  The  Cridit  Fonder  of  Enghndf 
Limited  and  Bedueed,  a  company  registered  under  the  Act  of 
1862,  praying  for  confirmation  of  a  resolution  passed  on  the  28tli 
of  February,  1870,  and  confirmed  on  the  15th  of  March  following, 
for  reducing  the  capital  and  shares  of  the  company  ;  that  a  proper 
date  might  be  fixed  for  the  discontinuance  of  the  addition  to  the 
company's  name  of  the  words  "  and  Eeduced ;"  and  that  for  these 
purposes  all  proper  directions  might  be  given,  inquiries  made, 
notices  given,  and  proceedings  taken. 

The  company  was  originally  constituted  in  1866,  with  a  capital 
of  £2,000,000,  in  200,000  shares  of  £10  each,  all  of  which  had 
been  fully  paid  up.  On  the  4th  of  February,  1870,  a  resolution 
was  passed  modifying  the  articles  of  association,  under  the  powers 
of  the  9th  section  of  the  Companies  Ad,  1867  (30  &  31  Vict 
c.  131),  which,  being  confirmed  on  the  28th  of  February  following, 
became  a  special  resolution ;  and  was  followed  by  the  resolution 
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aboye-mentioned)  for  reduction  of  the  capital  and  shares  of  the      Y.-O.  B. 
company  to  a  sum  of  £1,000,000  in  200,000  shares  of  £5  each.  i87i 

On  the  29th  of  March,  1870,  in  conformity  with  the  General       j^g 
Order  of  the  21st  of  March,  1868,  an  order  was  made  upon  appli-      Credit 
cation  of  the  Petitioners  by  summons,  for  an  inquiry  as  to  the  debts,     England. 
claims,  and  liabilities  of  or  affecting  the  company  on  the  8rd  of    . 
May,  1870,  and  directing  notices  of  the  presentation  of  the  Petition 
to  be  advertised  in  the  London  Oazette,  and  three  times  in  the 
Timely  Daily  News,  and  Standard^  and  a  list  of  persons  who  should 
be  creditors  on  the  date  aforesaid,  with  office  copy  of  the  affidavit 
verifying  the  same,  to  be  left  at  the  Judge's  Chambers. 

The  Ghief  Clerk,  by  his  certificate,  dated  the  19th  of  December, 
and  approved  the  23rd,  fqund  that  the  above  directions  had  been 
complied  with,  and  that  a  list  of  persons  who  were  creditors  on  the 
3rd  of  May,  1870,  had  been  settled,  together  with  the  names  of 
gach  creditors,  '*  except  such  of  the  said  creditors  to  whom  debts 
are  due  on  the  debentures  mentioned  in  the  said  schedule  which 
are  payable  to  the  bearers  thereof,  whose  immes  are  not  known  to 
the  company,"  and  that  such  debts  or  claims  amounted  altogether 
to  the  sum  of  £351,473  6b.  8d.  Amongst 'the  former  was  a  debt 
or  claim  of  £36,580  Is,  2d.  in  respect  of  money  lent,  and  not  yet 
repayable,  and  interest,  due  to  the  National  Bank  ofSeoHand;  a 
debt  or  claim  of  £15,303  Ss.  8d.  in  respect  of  another  sum  of 
money  lent,  and  not  yet  repayable,  with  interest,  due  to  Giles 
Loder;  a  debt  or  claim  of  £5444  3«.  9d.  owing  to  or  claimed  by 
John  Lindsay  Soott  in  respect  of  a  contingent  guarantee  for  the 
payment  by  the  MiUwall  Bock  Company  of  their  debentures  to  the 
amount  of  £5000,  with  interest ;  and  a  debt  of  £397  5s.  4d.  to 
the  Commi^ioners  of  Income  Tax. 

The  amounts  oi'  these  debts  or  claims  were  all  admitted  by  the 
company. 

The  certificate  also  found  that  certain  creditors  named,  to  the 
amount  in  value  of  £25,497  19«.  6(2.,  had,  since  the  3rd  of  May, 
1870,  been  fully  paid,  and  that  certain  sums  had  been  paid  on 
account  of  three  other  debts,  namely,  £303  58.  8d.  on  account  of 
the  above-mentioned  debt  to  CHles  Loder;  £161  5s.  8d.  on 
account  of  the  debt  to  the  Commissioners  of  Income  Tax ;  and 
£2000  on  account  of  a  debt  of  £14,000  for  three  and  a  half  years 
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Y.-G.  B.  rent  to  the  dty  OJHees  Company ;  alao  that  the  oompany  were 

1871  willing  to  set  apart  and  appropriate  the  amount  of  the  residue  d 

^^g  the  debt  due  to  the  Commissioners  of  Income  Tax. 

Credit  Further,  that  a  debt  to,  or  claim  by,  the  Imperial  Land  Com- 

FONCIEU  OF  '  ^      ,       '  . 

Englakd.  pany  of  Marseilles,  Limited,  and  its  liquidators,  to  the  amount  of 
£1,075,232,  or  such  sum  as  might  be  recovered  in  a  suit  then 
pending  by  the  MarseiOes  Company,  was  not  admitted  by  the 
company,  and  they  were  not  willing  to  set  apart  and  appropriate 
the  amount  of  such  debt  or  claim.  *  Such  debt  or  claim  had  not 
been  fixed  by  inquiry  and  adjudication  in  the  manner  proyided 
for  by  the  14th  section  of  the  Act. 

Also  that  creditors  to  the  amount  of  £173,707  48.  Id.  had  con- 
sented ;  and  that  the  Marseilles  Company's  debt  or  claim  had  been 
disallowed. 

From  the  a£Sdavit  of  the  accountant  of  the  company  it  appeared 
that  other  payments  had  been  made  beyond  what  appeared  in  the 
certificate,  and  which  were  not  inserted  in  the  certificate  owing  to 
the  vouchers  not  having  been  produced  to  the  Chief  Clerk;  and 
the  result  was,  that  the  ascertained  creditors  apparently  unpaid, 
and  who  had  not  consented  to  the  proposed  reduction,  were  the 
National  Bank  of  Scotland,  who  were  secured  creditors  for 
£36,580  7s.  2d.,  and  OHes  Loder,  who  was  also  secured  for  £15,000. 
Of  the  debentures  for  £160,000,  some  had  been  paid  ofi*,  but  it 
was  admitted  that  £120,000  worth  of  such  debentures,  payable  to 
bearer,  remained  unpaid. 

The  Petition  now  came  on  to  be  heard,  unopposed ;  but  there 
came  on  for  hearing  at  the  same  time  a  summons  which  had  been 
taken  out  by  the  Marseilles  Company  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the 
Judge  on  their  above-mentioned  claim. 

Sir  BoiMdeU  Palmer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JaeJcson^  for 
the  Petitioners : — 

Under  the  13th  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867,  creditors 
who  are  entitled  to  object  to  a  proposed  reduction  of  capital  and 
shares  are  creditors  who,  at  the  date  fixed  by  the  Court,  are 
entitled  to  any  debt  or  claim  which,  if  that  date  were  the  com- 
mencement of  the  winding-up,  would  be  admissible  in  proof 
against  the  company.    With  regard  to  that  class  of  creditors, 
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consent  is  necessary ;   but  payment,  or  determination  of  the  debt,     V.-G.  B. 
or  the  giving  security  for  its  amount,  will  render  consent   un-        1871 


necessary.  j^  re 

Then  the  13th  section  requires  that  the  Court  shall  settle  a  list  ^w^^ot 
of  creditors,  and  may  publish  notices  fixing  a  time  within  which  Enolakd. 
creditors  are  to  claim  to  be  entered,  or  to  be  excluded  from  a 
right  of  objecting.  That  was  inserted  probably  in  order  to  provide 
for  two  classes  of  persons,  creditors  who  might  be  overlooked  by 
the  company,  and  creditors  of  whom,  from  the  nature  of  the  claim, 
the  company  could  not  be  cognisant. 

As  to  the  amount  to  be  appropriated  by  way  of  security,  when 
the  debt  of  a  non-assenting  creditor  is  not  discharged  or  determined, 
the  14th  section  provides,  first,  that  if  the  full  amount  of  the  debt 
be  admitted,  or  though  not  admitted,  be  such  as  the  company  are 
willing  to  set  apart  or  appropriate,  then  the  full  amount  of  the 
debt  or  claim  is  to  be  appropriated ;  and  secondly,  if  the  amount 
be  not  admitted,  and  such  as  the  company  are  unwilling  to  set 
apart  or  appropriate,  the  amount  may  be  inquired  into  and 
adjudicated  by  the  Court. 

Then  the  17th  section  saves  the  rights  oi,  creditors  who  may  be 
in  ignorance  of  the  proceedings. 

The  9th  rule  of  the  General  Order  of  the  2l8t  of  March,  1868, 
provides  that  the  company  shall  send  to  each  creditor  entered  in 
the  list  (provided  for  by  the  13th  section  of  the  Act  and  the  4th 
rale  of  the  Order)  a  notice  stating  the  amount  of  the  proposed 
reduction  and  the  time  within  which,  if  he  claims  to  be  a  creditor  for 
a  larger  amount,  he  must  send  in  particulars  of  his  claim.  The 
14th  rule  of  the  Order  prescribes  the  classes  of  debts  and  claims 
which  are  to  be  stated  in  the  certificate;  and  the  15th  rule  pro- 
vides that,  after  eight  days  from  the  filing  of  the  certificate,  the 
Petition  may  be  placed  in  the  list  of  Petitions.  Notices  of  the 
day  of  hearing  are  (rule  16)  to  be  published,  and  the  17th  rule 
gives  creditors  the  option,  upon  giving  two  clear  days'  notice  to 
the  solicitor  of  the  company,  to  appear  and  oppose  the  application. 

In  the  present  case  there  is  no  creditor  who  appears  and  opposes. 
With  the  liquidators  of  the  Marseilles  Company  an  arrangement 
has  been  made,  and  they  consent,  on  the  terms  that  the  dis- 
allowance by  the  Chief  Clerk  of  their  claim  for  the  purpose  of  this 
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V.-C.  B.      Petition  shall  be  without  prejudice  to  any  right  which  they  may 
1871        establish,  and  that  they  may  have  the  costs  of  their  present 


In  re       appearance. 
r>P^^^         As  to  the  debenture  holders  whose  names  are  not  known,  we 

FOKCIEB  OF* 

England,  submit  that  they  are  creditors  not  entered  on  the  list,  who  may,  on 
receiving  the  notice  by  advertisement  under  the  16th  rule  of  the 
Order,  come  forward  and  claim  under  the  13th  section  of  the  Act 
to  be  entered  on  the  list,  and  if  they  fail  to  do  so*  are  to  be 
excluded  from  the  right  of  objecting. 

As  to  the  creditors  whose  names  are  on  the  present  list,  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  have  been  fully  complied  with 
by  the  Petitioners.  But  the  National  Bank  of  Scotland  and 
Mr.  LodeVj  whose  debts  have  not  matured,  and  are  secured,  and 
Mr.  Scottf  who  has  given  a  contingent  guarantee  for  a  sum  of 
money  not  presently  payable,  though  they  do  not  dissent,  have 
given  no  written  consent ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  Court 
cannot,  nevertheless,  treat  them  as  assenting. 

If  not,  the  result  will  be,  that  creditors  who  actively  neither 
consent  nor  dissent,  and  who  take  no  step  whatever,  are  in  a 
better  position  than  those  who  actively  dissent,  inasmuch  as  the 
former  will  have  a  right  to  have  the  full  amount  of  their  debts  or 
claims  appropriated,  whilst  the  latter  must  (rule  19  of  the  Order) 
submit  to  the  "  directions "  of  the  Coui-t,  the  Court  being  conse- 
quently bound  to  exercise  a  discretion. 

As  to  the  discontinuance  of  the  words  "  and  Reduced,"  consider- 
ing that  the  name  of  the  company  has  had  this  addition  since 
February,  1870,  we  ask  that  a  fortnight  may  be  fixed  for  its  dis- 
continuance ;  as  in  in  re  Telegraph  Construction  Company  (1),  and 
In  re  Muntzs  Metal  Company,  before  Viee-Chaneellor  MalinSy 
July  8,  1870. 

As  to  the  final  advertisements  required  by  rule  20  of  the 
General  Order,  the  practice  has  been  to  direct  them  to  be  made 
in  the  same  newspapers  as  the  preliminary  notices  were  ad- 
vertised in. 

Mr.  Hiffffins,  for  the  liquidators  of  the  Imperial  Land  Company 
of  Marseilles, 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq  389. 
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Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : —  v.-c.  B. 

The  only  difficulty  that  seems  to  exist,  if  it  be  a  difficulty,  is  upon       ^^i 


the  words  in  the  14th  section,  "  \ihere  a  creditor  does  not  consent."       In  re 

It  appears  to  me,  taking  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  looking  at   Fohcieb  of 
all  its  provisions  together,  that  a  creditor  who  **  does  not  consent"    Btolaicd. 
does  not  mean  a  creditor  who  remains  perfectly  passive,  having  the 
opportunity  of  opposing. 

As  to  the  list  of  creditors  in  the  present  case,  in  the  first  place 
there  have  been  mentioned  debenture  holders  whom  it  is  im- 
possible to  ascertain,  but  who,  by  means  of  the  advertisement 
published  under  the  Act  of  Parliament,  have  been,  as  it  is  supposed, 
sufficiently  apprised  of  the  proceedings  which  are  taking  place  con- 
cerning their  righta  I  think  tliat  the  absence  of  these  debenture 
holders  cannot  be  any  reason  why  the  order  should  not  be  made. 

With  regard  to  the  debt  to  the  Government,  it  is  proposed  to 
provide  for  that.  As  to  the  debts  to  the  Bank  of  Scotland  and  to 
Mr.  Loder,  which  are  stated  to  be  fully  secured,  although  the 
creditors  do  not  in  writing  assent,  or  by  their  appearance  assent, 
there  is  no  opposition  on  their  part.  They  have  both  been  partly 
paid.  Then  Mr.  Scott's  is  a  guarantee  debt,  payable  at  a  future  date* 
I  do  not  think  that  the  absence  of  these  several  creditors  forms  any 
reason  why  the  order  based  on  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  formal 
and  right  as  it  is  in  all  other  respects,  should  be  suspended.  There- 
fore, with  great  safety,  I  think  I  may  make  the  order  desired,  and 
that  it  is  a  correct  order. 

As  to  the  time  of  a  fortnight,  which  was  the  time  fixed  by  Vice- 
chancellor  Malins  in  a  case  in  which  the  words  "and  Beduced  "  had 
been  used  for  a  much  shorter  period  than  that  for  which  they  have 
been  used  here,  I  cannot  do  wrong  in  following  that  as  a  precedent. 
Then  as  to  the  advertisements  in  the  newspapers^  they  will  be  as 
suggested,  in  the  London  Gazette,  and  in  three  London  newspapers. 

Sir  Raundell  Palmer  referred  to  the  20th  rule  of  the  Order, 
and  asked  the  Court  to  fix  in  what  manner  and  at  what  times  the 
advertisements  were  to  be  inserted. 

The  Yige-Chancellob  ordered  the  advertisements  to  be  inserted 
twice  in  the  same  three  newspapers  that  were  selected  for  the 
preliminary  advertisements ;  once  in  each  of  two  successive  weeks. 
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Y.-C.  B.         The  following  was  the  order : — 

1871  Upon  the  application  of  Henry  Chatteris^  Frederick  Maynard^  and  Alamkr 

In  re  SamueUon^  the  liquidators  of  the  Imperial  Land  Company  of  MarsetUei,  Limited, 
Obedit  that,  notwithstanding  the  lapse  of  more  than  four  days  since  the  signing  of  the 
^NCiBB  or  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  dated  the  17th  of  December,  1870,  the  said  applicants 
___  ^*  might  be  at  liberty  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  Judge  upon  the  claim  made  by 
them  as  such  liquidators  against  the  Credit  Fancier  of  England,  Limited  and 
Beduced,  and  that  the  Judge  might  adjudicate  thereon,  or  else  that  the  said  certi- 
ficate might  be  varied  by  allowing  instead  of  disallowing  said  claim,  and  upon 
hearing  the  solicitors  for  the  applicants  and  for  the  CrSdit  Fonder ....  in  Chambers, 
the  same  was  adjourned  to  be  heard  in  Court,  and  coming  on  this  day  to  he  heard 
accordingly,  together  with  the  Petition  of  the  Mdit  Fonder  ....  on  the  25th  of 
March,  1870,  preferred ....  and  upon  hearing  counsel  for  the  said  liquidator  and  for 
said  Petitioners,  and  upon  reading  the  said  Petition,  the  two  affidavits  of  Alexander 
Samuehon  filed  • ...  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  dated  .  •  • .  an  affidavit  of ... . 
the  London  Oazette,  dated  the  13th  of  January,  1871,  and  the  following  news- 
papers :  the  Times,  of  the  11th  and  19th  of  January,  1871,  the  Daily  New^oi 
the  11th  and  17th  of  January,  1871,  and  the  Stawiard,  of  the  11th  and  17th  of 
January,  1871,  each  oontaining  an  advertisement  of  the  day  appointed  for  the 
hearing  of  the  said  Petition ;  and  it  appearing  by  the  Chief  Clerk's  said  eertificate 
that  all  the  creditors  of  the  said  Cr^it  Fonder ....  consent  to  the  said  Petition,  other 
than  the  Commissioners  of  Income  Tax,  and  the  National  Bank  of  Scotland,  Oih 
Loder,  and  John  Lindsay  Scott,  and  the  debenture  holders  set  forth  in  the  fir»t 
part  of  the  first  schedule  to  the  Chief  Clerk's  said  certificate ; 

This  Court  doth  order  that  the  said  Credit  Fonder  ....  do,  before  the  lOth  day  of 
February,  1871,  pay  into  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  The  CrMit  Fonder  of  England, 
Limited  and  Beduced,  The  Account  qf  Income  Ta^,  £235  19«.  Sd.,  found  dne  to 
the  Commissioners  of  Income  Tax.  .  .  • 

And  this  Court  being  of  opinion  tlyit  none  of  the  said  debts  of  the  said  Natumd 
Bank  qf  Scotland,  Giles  Loder,  and  John  Lindsay  Scott,  or  of  the  debentnre 
holders,  require  to  be  provided  for  in  the  manner  required  by  the  14th  secdon  of 
the  Companies  Act,  1867 ; 

This  Coui-t  doth  order  that,  upon  such  payment  into  the  bank,  the  special  reso- 
lution passed  ....  and  confirmed  ....  and  which  resolution  was  in  the  words 
following  ....  (reciting  it)  be  confirmed : 

And*  it  is  ordered  that  this  order,  together  with  the  original  receipt  from  the 
Bank  qf  England,  for  such  payment  as  aforesaid,  be  produced  to  the  Eegfstrars  of 
Joint  Stock  Companies,  and  that  an  office  copy  of  this  order  be  delivered  to  them, 
together  with  a  minute  in  the  words  or  to  the  effect  set  forth  in  the  schedule  hereto: 

And  it  is  ordered  that  notice  of  the  registration,  by  the  Hegistrar,  of  this  order, 
and  of  the  said  minute,  be  published  once  in  the  London  Gazette  and  once  in  the  said 
Times,  Daily  News,  and  Standard  newspapers  (in)  the  two  weeks  next  following 
such  registration  : 

And  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  Petitioners  ....  be  at  liberty  to  discontinue  the 
addition  to  their  name  of  the  words  "  and  Reduced  "  after  the  expiration  of  fon^ 
teen  days  from  the  date  of  this  order : 

And  it  is  ordered  that  the  disallowance  of  the  claim  of  the  said  liquidators  of  the 
Imperial  Land  Company  ....  by  the  Chief  Clerk*8  said  certificate,  is  to  be  with- 
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out  prejudice  to  the  right,  if  any,  which  the  said  Imperial  Land  Company  may  V.-O.  B. 

establish  against  the  said  Credit  Fancier  ....  in  certain  litigation  now  pending,  jg^j 

or  otherwise :  *^v^ 

And  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  CrMit  Foncier  ....  do  pay  to  H.  Chatteris^  J^/^ 

F.  Maynardy  and  A.  Samuelson,  the  said  liquidators,  their  costs  of  and  relating  to  yovoikb  of 

the  said  application  and  of  the  said  Petition  ....  to  be  taxed  ....  if  the  parties  Ekoland. 

diflfer :  ^~" 

And  it  is  ordered  that  the  Petitioners  be  at  liberty  to  apply  in  Chambers  for  the 
payment  out  of  the  said  sum  of  £235  19s.  8rf.,  when  they  shall  have  paid  to  the 
Commissioners  of  Income  Tax  the  amount  due  to  them. 

Tbb  Schedule. 

MiKUTE  APPBOVED  BY  THE  CoiTRT. — The  Capital  of  the  Credit  Fonder  of 
England,  Limited  and  Reduced,  is  £1,000,000,  divided  into  200,000  shares  of 
£5  each. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners :  Messrs.  Uptons,  Johnson,  &  Co, 
Solicitors  for  the  Liquidators  of  the  Imperial  Land  Company 
of  MarmUes :  Messrs.  O.  S.  &  H.  Brandon. 


BAKNABY  v.  TASSELL.  v.-c.  b. 

Will — Class  of  Children  of*'  Brothers  and  Sisters'*  hid  to  include  Children  (f        ,^v^ 
Brothers  and  Sisters  dead  at  the  date  of  the  WHl— Words  '*Ft  ceteia"^      Deo,  21; 
FratUice-^S fecial  Case — New  Defendant — Amendment.  jgyj 

Testator  bequeathed  **  all  my  furniture,  &c.,'*  together  with  six  freehold      Jan.  13, 
houses,  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  as  follows ;  "  One  half  to 
my  brothers  and  sisters  for  their  life  and  then  to  come  to  their  children 
and  iu  the  same  manner  to  my  wife  brother  and  brothers  children  and  grand- 
children." 

At  the  date  of  the  will  testator  had  one  brother  and  three  sisters  living, 
another  brother  and  another  sister  having  died,  both  leaving  children.  At 
the  same  date  there  was  one  wife's  brother  living,  two  wife'g  brothers  having 
died,  one  without  issue  living,  the  other  leaving  children  and  grandchildren. 
At  the  date  of  the  testator's  death  his  wife  and  all  his  brothers  and  sisters 
were  dead,  but  his  wife's  brother  was  still  living : — 

ffeid,  that  one  moiety  of  the  property  was   divisible  among  all  the  • 

children  living,  at  the  testator's  death,  of  all  his  brothers  and  sisters 
who  left  children,  per  stiipes;  that  the  wife's  surviving  brother  took 
an  estate  for  life  in  the  other  moiety,  and  that  after  his  death  it  was 
divisible  amongst  &U  the  children  and  gi-andchildren  living  at  his  death, 
or  coming  into  existence  during  the  lifetime  of  'the  tenant  for  life,  of 
himself  and  the  other  wife's  brothers  who  left  children  or  grandchildren ;  the 
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families  taking  ver  stirpes,  and  the  children  and  grandchildren  of  each  family 

per  capita. 

Testator  was  possessed,  at  his  death,  of  some  waterworks  company  shares  :— 

Held,  that  the  shares  did  not  pass  nnder  the  expression  **  Ac.** 

Special  case,  amended   hy  leave  at  the  hearing,  hy  adding  a  party  in 

existence  before  the  case  was  filed,  hut  accidentally  omitted,  and  ordered  to 

be  set  down,  as  amended,  against  the  added  Defendant. 

Special  case. 

John  Bamaby,  by  his  will,  which  was  holograph,  and  much  mis- 
spelt, dated  the  8th  of  April,  1862,  after  directiog  the  whole  of  bis 
debts,  funeral,  and  testamentary  expenses  to  be  paid  by  his  ezeca- 
tors  thereinafter  named,  gave  and  bequeathed  ^^  all  my  furniture, 
&C.,  with  my  six  freehold  houses  "  (describing  them)  to  his  wife  for 
life;  and  he  gave  and  bequeathed  after  the  decease  of  his  wife 
as  follows :  "  One  half  of  the  freehold  houses  and  property  to  my 
brothers  and  sisters  for  their  life  and  then  to  come  to  their 
children  [and  grandchildren]  and  in  the  same  manner  to  my  wife 
brother  and  brothers  children  and  grandchildren."  He  then 
appointed  three  executors,  one  of  whom  was  a  son  of  the  Mrs. 
Sutton  below  mentioned ;  the  others  were  a  son  and  grandson  of 
Thomas  Blackman  below  mentioned. 

The  testator  died  on  the  27th  of  October,  1869. 

The  will  was  proved;  but  the  words  "and  grandchildren"  in 
brackets  above,  being  an  interlineation,  were  not  admitted  to 
probate. 

The  freeholds  described  in  the  will  were  of  gavelkind  tenure. 

The  testator  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  possessed  of  twenty 
shares  in  the  Chatham  Waterworks  Company. 

The  testator  had  had  two  brothers,  Bobert  (the  elder  of  the  two) 
and  William;  and  four  sisters,  Elinor,  Susannah  Baity,  Mary 
Wildish,  and  Mizaheth  Margaret  Sutton. 

At  the  date  of  the  will,  Bohert  Bamahy  and  Mrs.  Sutton  were 
dead ;  and  the  only  nephews  and  nieces  of  the  testator  living 
were  two  children  of  Mrs.  Batty,  two  children  of  Bobert,  and  four 
children  of  Mrs.  Sutton. 

At  the  date  of  the  death  all  the  brothers  and  sisters  were  dead, 
but  there  were  children,  or  a  child  and  grandchildren,  or  a  grand- 
child living,  of  Bob&rt  Bamahy,  Mrs.  BaUy,  Mrs.  Wildish,  and 
Mrs.  Sutton, 
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The  testator's  wife,  whose  maiden  name  was  Bhekman,  and 
who  died  after  the  will,  bnt  before  the  testator's  death,  had 
brothers  only,  three  in  number,  namely,  Btchard,  Russell  Thomas, 
and  Thomas. 

Richard  and  Thomas  Blaohman  were  dead  at  the  date  of  the 
will.  Richard  had  only  one  child,  who  also  died  before  the  date 
of  the  will.  Both  Thomas  and  RusseU  Thomas  Blachman  had 
children  and  grandchildren  living  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  at 
the  testator's  death,  and  some  had  been  born  since. 

RusseU  Thomas  Blackman  was  still  living. 

The  material  questions  for  the  purposes  of  this  report  were : 

1.  Whether  by  the  words  **  the  freehold  houses  and  property"  the 
whole  of  the  property  of  the  testator,  or  only  such  property  as  is 
thereinbefore  described  or  referred  to,  or  some  and  what  part 
tliereof,  is  meant;  and,  if  the  latter,  what  is  comprised  in  the  term 
"et  cetera  "  used  in  the  said- will  ? 

2.  What  estates  and  interests  were  given  by  the  said  will  to  the 
testator's  said  brothers  and  sisters  in  the  said  freehold  bougies  and 
property,  and  whether  any,  and  (if  any)  what,  estates  and  interests 
in  the  same  were  by  the  said  will  given  to  the  children  of  the 
testator's  said  brothers  and  sisters,  and  to  the  brothers  of  the  tes- 
tator's wife  and  their  children  and  grandchildren  respectively,  or 
any  of  such  persons  or  classes  ?  and  in  particular, 

5.  How  the  costs  of  the  case  are  to  be  provided  for  ? 
It  was  admitted  in  the  argument  that  by  the  word  "  wife  "  the 
testator  meant "  wife's." 


V.-O.  B. 

1S70-71 


Babnaet 

V. 

Tabscix. 


Mr.  Grosvenor  Woods,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the  two  children  ot  Robert 
Bamahy : — 

As  to  the  personalty,  there  is  an  intestacy. 

The  expression  **  et  cetera  "  will  pass  only  property  ejusdem  generis  ; 
hence  not  the  waterworks  shares :  Newman  v.  Newman  (1).  The 
words  "the  property"  refer  only  to  the  personalty  before  be- 
queathed :  J)oe  V.  Earles  (2). 

As  to  the  realty,  if  the  Court  should  find  the  devise  void  for 
uncertainty,  or  that  the  real  estate  has  lapsed,  the  Plaintiffs  will 
take  as  co-heirs  of  the  testator.    If  not,  the  Plaintiffs  claim  not  to 

(1)  26  Beav.  220.  (2)  15  M.  &  W.  460. 
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v.^.  B.     be  excluded,  although  they  are  children  of  Robert,  the  brother  who 

1870-71      was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will. 

BabnTbt        ^  A  genera]  rule,  where  there  is  a  gift  to  children  of  a  class, 

T  ^L      cl^ildi^^n  of  those  members  of  the  class  who  are  dead  at  the  date  of 

the  will  are  to  be  excluded.    But  this  rule,  no  less  than  others, 

will  yield  to  clearly  manifested  intention.  Thus,  in  In  re  Jordan^i 
Trusts  (1),  where  a  testator,  after  giving  legacies  to  his  brother  and 
three  sisters  (who  were  living  at  the  date  of  the  will)  by  name, 
directed  his  trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  a  fund,  after  the  death 
of  his  wife,  in  trust  to  pay  the  same  unto  and  amongst  all  and 
every  or  such  one  or  more  of  his  "brothers"  and  sisters  who 
should  be  living  at  the  death  of  his  wife,  and  the  child  or  children 
of  such  of  his  said  ^'  brothers  "  and  sisters  as  should  have  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  his  wife — ^the  Lord  Chancellor  (then  Yice-Chancellor 
Wood),  relying  on  the  repeated  use  by  the  testator  of  the  word 
"brothers,"  although  he  had  only  one.  then  living,  allowed  the 
children  of  two  brothers,  who  were  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will,  to 
participate. 

Again,  in  Gowling  v.  Thompson,  before  the  Lords'  Justices  on 
8th  June,  1868,  where  a  testator,  having  two  sisters  but  no  brother 
living  at  the  date  of  tlie  will,  gave  his  residuary  real  and  personal 
estate  to  all  and  every  his  ''  brothers  and  sisters  or  their  issue  "  in 
equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  **  and  to  their  respective  heirsi 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,"  the  Lord  Chancellor  (then 
Lord  Justice  Wood)  and  Lord  Justice  Sdwyn,  afiSrming  the  deci- 
sion of -Yice-Chancellor  Stuart,  gave  a  sixth  of  the  fund  to  each 
sister,  and  the  remaining  four-sixths  to  the  issue  of  three  brothers 
and  a  sister  who  had  died  before  the  date  of  the  will ;  the  issue 
taking  amongst  themselves  per  capita  (2). 

(1)  2  N.  R.  57  ;  8  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  307.  ^^^»  and  some  meaning  must  be  given 

(2)  In  Oawling  v.  Thompson  their  ^  the  worda  which  he  has  used  intm- 
Lordships  delivered  the  following  judg-  ducing  his  brothers.  The  general  prin- 
jjj^jj^^g. ciple  laid  down  in  Christophenon  v. 

Naylor  (1  Mer.  320),  that  where  a  tes- 

Sib  W.  Page  Wood,  L.  J. :—          '  tator  refers  to  a  class  he  cannot  be  held 

The  singularity  of  this  case  is,  that  to  have  intended  to  include  dead  persons 

this  testator  speaks  of  his  brothers  and  in  it,  is  displaced  in  this  instance  by 

sisters,  when  in  fact  all  his  brothers  the  fact  that  the  testator  must  have 

have  been  dead  sevexal  yeais.    It  roust  known  that  his  own  brothers  were  all 

be  assumed  that  he  knew  they  were  dead.    It  is  idle  to  talk  of  substitution 
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Applying  these  authorities  to  the  present  case,  the  children  of 
the  testator's  deceased  brother  and  sister  who  were  dead  at  the  date 
of  the  will  are  included* 

As  to  the  costs,  it  is  submitted  they  ought  to  be  paid  rateably 
out  of  the  shares. 

Mr.  EddiSy  Q-C,  for  Defendants,  children  of  Mrs.  StMon,  and 
children  and  grandchildren  of  Thomas  Blaokman : — 

The  children  of  the  testator's  brother  and  sister,  and  the  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  of  the  wife's  brother,  who  were  dead  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  participate.  The  apparently  opposing  decision  in 
In  re  Thompson's  Trusts  (1),  which  was  commented  upon  in  Eannam 
Y.  Sims  (2),  has  been  explained  and  reconciled  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor in  In  re  Jordan's  Tnuis  (3).  As  to  the  second  moiety,  there 
is  no  ground  for  holding  that  BusseU  Thomas  BlacJcman  takes  a 
moiety  in  the  whole.  Under  a  gift  to  A.  and  the  children  of  B,, 
A.  and  the  children  of  B.  take  in  equal  shares  jper  capita :  Hawkins 
on  Wills  (4),  referring  to  BuOer  v.  Stratton  (5).    If  so,  B.  T.  Black- 


V.-C.  B. 

1870-71 


when  the  persons  for  whom  it  is  con- 
tended some  one  else  was  to  be  substi- 
tuted have  never  formed  one  of  tbe 
original  class  at  all.  But  when  a  tes- 
tator speaks  of  his  brothers  and  sisters 
at  a  time  when  he  must  be  taken  to 
hare  known  that  aU  his  brothers  and 
one  of  his  sisters  were  dead,  the  only 
rational  inference  is,  that  he  named  the 
brothers  and  sisters  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  how  the  property  was  to  be 
divided.  He  must  have  intended  the 
jnroperty  to  go  to  his  brothers  and  sisters, 
if  living ;  but  if  they  were  dead,  then 
to  the  issue,  who  were  substituted  for 
them,  and  to  go  to  these  issue  per  stirpes. 
It  also  appears  to  me  that  there  is 
nothing  to  limit  the  construction  of  the 
word  ^  issue,"  so  as  to  mean  only  chil- 
dren ;  and  the  result  will  be  that  the 
fund  is  to  go  to  all  the  issue  in  whatever 
degree  living  at  the  testator's  death ; 
but  as  amongst  the  issue  of  each  difps, 
the  words  "  their  respective  heirs,  exe- 

YoL,  xr.  2 


cutors,  administrators,  and  assigns," 
remove  all  question  as  to  their  taking 
as  joint  tenants. 

The  residue  musit,  therefore,  be  di- 
vided into  six  parts,  each  of  the  sur- 
viving sisters  wiU  take  one  of  those 
sixths,  and  the  issue  of  each  of  the 
deceased  brothers  and  sisters  who  left 
issue  wiU  take  a  sixth,  divisible  per 
capita  as  amongst  themselves,  whatever 
their  d^ree  of  kindred. 

The  costs  of  all  parties  must  come 
out  of  the  estate. 

Sni  G.  J.  Selwtn,  L.J.,  concurred, 
and  said  that  the  brothers  and  sisters, 
whether  living  or  dead,  were  mentioned 
as  being  respectively  the  stitps  from 
which  the  issue  was  to  spring. 

(1)  5  D.  M.  &  G.  280. 

(2)  2  De  G.  &  J.  151. 

(3)  2  N.  R.  57 ;  8  L.  T.  (N.S.)  307. 

(4)  Page  118. 

(5)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  367. 
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V.-C.  B.     fnan  and  the  children  of  Thomas  take  in  equal  shares  as  joint 
1870-71     tenants  per  capita. 

Barmabt        Mr.  E.  Leigh  Pemhertan,  for  a  grandchild  of  Mrs.  WHdiA. 


V. 

Tasskll. 


The  Yioe-Chakcellor  said  that,  as  the  words  *^  and  grand- 
children" had  not  heen  admitted  to  probate,  he  could  not  hear 
any  argument  on  behalf  of  a  grandchild  of  a  brother  or  sister  of 
the  testator. 

Mr.  F.  EdwJcins,  for  Defendants,  a  child  of  Mrs.  BaUy,  and 
children  and  grandchildren  of  BusseU  Thomas  Blachnan: — 

If  the  will  be  read  according  to  the  **  ordinary  sense  and  meaning 
of  the  words :"  Lea/ih  v.  Leach  (1) ;  Hahergham  v.  Bidehaigh  (2) — ^in 
the  devise  of  the  first  moiety,  only  brothers  and  sisters  living  at 
the  date  of  the  will  could  have  been  referred  to,  and  the  children 
and  grandchildren  of  the  predeceased  brother  and  sister  must  be 
excluded.  Where  original  gifts  fail,  gifts  by  substitution  must  Cul 
likewise. 

As  to  the  other  moiety,  the  right  of  B,  21  BlacJcman  to  a  life 
estate  in  the  whole  is  not  disputed ;  all  that  is  contended  for,  is, 
that  the  children  and  grandchildren  of  the  wife's  deceased  brother 
must  be  excluded. 

The  word  *'  brothers  "  is  in  the  possessive  singular,  and  refers  to 
the  brother  before  mentioned,  namely,  B,  T.  BlacJcman. 

As  to  the  personalty,  the  words  **  and  all  other  things "  have 
been  held  to  carry  the  residue:  In  the  Ooods  of  Ann  Cadge  (S). 

Mr.  WickenSy  for  the  Defendant  BiMseU  Thomas  Blachnan : — 

That  B,  T.  Blackman  takes  a  life  interest  in  the  second  moiety 
is  clear. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  the  words  "  to  come  to "  B.  T. 
BlacJcmxin's  children  do  not  constitute  an  estate  tail  ia  R  T. 
Blackman. 

Mr.  Woods,  in  reply : — 

It  is  unlikely  that  the  testator  intended  to  benefit  the  two 
children  of  one  niece  (Mrs.  Batty),  and  to  exclude  his  six  other 

(1)  2  T.  &  C.  Ch.  495, 499.  (2)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  395,  400. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  &  D.  543. 
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nephews  and  nieces  then  living,  one  of  whom  he  appointed  to  be 
one  of  his  execntors.  The  two  other  executors  also  belong  to  the 
class  which  it  is  sought  to  exclude. 

The  word  ** brothers"  is  more  likely  to  be  in  the  possessive 
ploial.  If  not,  the  testator  would  probably  have  used  the  pronoun 
'^his"  instead  of  "brothers;"  corresponding  to  *' their"  in  the 
preceding  clause  of  the  will. 

[In  reply  to  a  question  by  the  Court,  an  affidavit  was  read 
shewing  that  the  testator  was  at  the  date  of  his  will  aware  that  his 
brother  Bdbert,  his  sister  Mrs.  Sutton,  and  his  wife's  brothers, 
Biehard  and  Thomas  Blackman,  were  then  dead,  and  leave  was 
given,  with  consent  of  all  parties,  to  amend  the  ease  by  stating  this 
feet.] 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.O.  : — 

Upon  the  first  point,  that  the  expression  "  &c."  refers  only  to 
property  ejusdem  generis^  and  does  not  carry  the  waterworks 
shares,  and  that  the  word  "  property  "  in  the  subsequent  claim 
refers  only  to  the  property  already  bequeathed,  I  have  no  doubt 
whatever. 

But  as  to  the  true  construction  of  the  gift  of  one  moiety  to  the 
testator's  ^*  brothers  and  sisters  for  their  life,  and  then  to  come  to 
their  children,  and  in  the  same  manner  to "  his  "  wife's  brother 
and  brothers  children,"  I  have  the  greatest  possible  difficulty. 

Adopting,  however,  Oowling  v.  Thompson  as  an  authority,  but 
still  with  the  greatest  hesitation,  and  the  least  possible  confidence 
in  the  soundness  of  the  result  at  which  I  am  arriving,  I  must  hold 
that  the  children,  living  at  the  testator's  death,  of  all  the  testator's 
brothers  and  sisters  who  left  children  took  one  moiety  per  stirpes, 
and  that  the  same  construction  is  applicable  to  the  other  share ; 
consequently,  that  the  wife's  surviving  brother  takes  an  estate  for 
life,  impeachable  for  waste,  in  the  other  moiety,  and  that  after  his 
death  the  same  is  divisible  amongst  the  children  and  grandchildren 
living  at  the  testator's  death,  or  coming  into  existence  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  of  himself  and  the  other  brothers  of 
the  testator's  wife  who  left  children  or  grandchildren,  and  the 
represente  tives  of  such  children  and  grandchildren. 

I  hold  also  that,  as  between   the  families,  the  moieties  are 
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diyisible  per  stirpes ;  but  that,  as  between  the  members  of  eacli 
family,  the  shares  are  diyisible  per  capita. 


A  grandchild  of  B.  T.  BlacTcma/n  bad  been  bom  a  few  days 
before  the  special  case' was  filed,  and  had  been  accidentally  omitted. 

At  the  hearing,  the  Court  was  asked  to  appoint  for  the  infant  the 
same  special  guardian  who  represented  the  other  iuGEtnts  in  the 
same  interest,  and  to  allow  the  necessary  amendments  in  the  case 
to  be  made. 

Mr.  Wickens  suggested  whether  it  would  not  be  necessary  that 
the  case,  if  amended,  should  be  again  set  down. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  prefaced  the  decree  with  an  order  that 
the  case,  amended  by  stating  the  name  of  the  infant  and  the 
appointment  of  guardian,  be  set  down  against  the  infant  Defendant 

The  costs  of  all  parties  were  ordered  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate, 
the  personal  estate  being  first  liable. 


The  following  are  minutes  of  the  decree  so  far  as  material  :— 

Appoint  Stephen  Ward  special  guardian  to  concur  in  the  case  on  behalf  of  the 
last-born  child  of  Margaret  Scrace.  The  case  to  be  amended  by  adding  the  nune 
of  that  child,  and  stating  the  appointment  of  guardian.  The  case  to  be  set  down 
as  against  the  new  Defendant. 

Declare,  that  by  the  words  **  the  freehold  houses  and  property  "  only  such  pro- 
perty passed  as  was  thereinbefore  described  or  referred  to.  That  the  "  &c"  only 
comprised  articles  efusdem  generis. 

Declare  that  the  children,  living  at  the  testator's  death,  of  the  testator's  brothers 
and  sisters  who  left  children,  took,  in  the  eyents  which  have  happened,  one 
moiety  of  the  property  disposed  of  by  the  will  per  stirpes.  That  the  Defendant 
Ittissell  Thomas  Blackman  the  elder  takes  a  life  interest  in  the  other  moiety. 
That  on  his  death  the  same  moiety  is  divisible  amongst  the  children  and  grand- 
children'living  at  the  testator^s  death,  or  coming  into  existence  during  the  lifetime 
of  a,  T,  Blachman  the  elder,  of  the  said  R,  T,  Blacknum  the  elder,  and  the  other 
brothers  of  the  testator's  wife,  or  the  representatives  of  such  children  and  grand- 
children, as  between  the  families  of  the  testator's  wife's  said  brothers  per  sttrpes, 
but  as  between  the  children  and  grandchildren  per  capita. 

Costs  of  all  parties  of  the  special  case  to  be  paid  out  of  the  testator's  estate. 
The  personal  estate  to  be  applied  in  the  first  instance  lor  that  purpose. 

Solicitors  for  all  Parties :  Messrs.  Fearon,  Clabon,  dt  Fearan. 
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1870 
Poioer  to  appoint  among  CJiildren  hy  Deed — Appointment  hy  WiU — Be/erence  to        ^^^ 

different  Poioer — Defective  Execution  aided.  Deo,  7. 

By  articles,  on  the  marriage  of  il.,  followed  by  a  disentailing  asBaranoe,  an         ^^J^ 
estate  was  conveyed  in  trust  for  the  children  of  the  marriage,  as  A,  should  by      Jan.  17. 

deed  appoint,  and  m  default  of  appointment,  for  such  children  equally.  By  a         

suiiflequent  assurance,  which  was  inoperatiye.  A,  purported  to  put  an  end  to 
the  former  power  and  to  confer  upon  herself  a  general  power  of  appointment  ^ 
over  the  same  estate.  She  married  a  second  time,  and  died  leaving  three 
children  by  the  first  marriage  and  two  by  the  second,  and  having  made  her 
will,  whereby,  without  any  reference  to  the  power  in  the  marriage  articles, 
pursuant  to  the  alleged  general  power  and  in  exercise  of  every  other  power 
enabling  her,  she  purported  to  appoint  the  said  estate  to  her  eldest  son  by  the 
first  marriage,  charged  with  a  sum  of  £3000  in  favour  of  all  the  children  by 
both  marriages  other  than  the  eldest  son : — 

SMf  that  the  will  operated  as  a  valid  exercise  of  the  power  in  the  articles, 
and  that  the  eldest  son  was  entitled  to  the  estate,  subject  to  raising  the  sum 
of  £3000  for  the  other  two  children  of  the  first  marriage. 

IHE  object  of  tbis  suit  was  to  obtain  a  declaration  of  the  Court 
that  a  power  to  appoint  by  deed,  among  the  children  of  the  donee 
of  the  power  by  her  first  marriage,  was  properly  exercised  in  their 
favour  by  an  appointment  by  will,  not  expressly  referring  to  the 
power,  and  purporting  to  be  made  in  favour  of  the  children  both 
by  her  first  and  second  marriage. 

By  articles  in  the  Scotch  form,  dated  the  9th  of  January,  1837, 
and  made  on  the  marriage  of  William  Bruce  and  Ann  Bruee  (then 
Ann  Daniel),  all  the  property  of  Ann  Bruce,  including  an  estate  in 
Wales,  called  Lla/nffeUho,  of  which  she  was  tenant  in  tail,  was  con- 
veyed to  trustees  in  trust  after  the  death  of  the  husband  and  wife, 
as  they  should  jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  joint  appoint- 
ment»  and  in  the  event  (which  happened)  of  Ann  Bruce  being  the 
survivor,  then  in  trust  for  the  child  or  children  of  the  intended 
marriage,  as  the  said  Ann  Bruce  should  by  any  deed  direct  or 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  sach  appointment,  in  trust  for  the 
children  of  the  said  marriage  equally. 

There  were  three  children  of  the  marriage,  namely,  the  Plaintiff, 
WSliam  Henry  Bruce^  and  two  of  the  Defendants,  Bcbert  Daniel 

Bruce  and  Mary  Bruce. 
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H.  B.  In  September,  1841,  William  and  Ann  Bruce  executed  a  statatory 

1870       release  to  trostees,  with  the  view  of  disentailing  the  estate,  but  the 
Bruce      deed  was  not  inroUed. 

In  1847  William  Bruce  died,  without  haying  joined  with  his  wife 
in  executing  any  joint  appointment. 

In  June,  1851,  Ann  Brace  executed  a  disentailing  assurance  of 
the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement.  In  July,  1852,  she 
intermarried  with  Bicha/td  Jonee  ;  and  by  a  settlement  dated  the 
24th  of  July,  1852,  and  made  in  contemplation  of  that  marriage, 
it  was  agreed  that  they  should  both  execute  such  acts  and  assurances 
as  should  be  necessary  to  Test  the  UangeUho  estat.es  in  the  trustees 
of  that  settlement  upon  trust  for  Ann  Jones  (formerly  Ann  Bruee) 
for  life,  and  after  her  death,  if  Bichard  Jones  should  survive  her, 
for  such  persons  as  Ann  Jones  shoald  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and 
in  default  of  appointment,  upon  trust  for  Bichard  Jones  for  Ufe. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  8th  of  March,  1854,  and  made 
between  the  said  Bichard  Jones  and  Ann  Jones  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  on  the  second  marriage  of  the 
other  part,  Bichard  Jones  and  Ann  Jones  purported  to  convey  the 
lAangeitho  estates  to  the  trustees,  to  hold  the  same  to  such  uses 
and  for  such  trusts  and  purposes  as  the  said  Ann  Jones  should  by 
deed  or  will  appoint,  and,  subject  thereto,  if  Bichard  Jones  should 
survive,  in  ^rust  for  him  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Ann  Jones 
in  fee. 

There  were  two  children  of  the  second  marriage. 

Ann  Jones  made  her  will,  dated  the  21st  of  March,  1854,  and 
thereby,  after  reciting  that  by  the  indenture  of  the  8th  of  March, 
1854,  certain  lands  were  conveyed  to  such  uses  and  upon  such 
trusts  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  she  proceeded  as 
follows : — 

^  Pursuant  to  and  in  exercise  of  the  power  to  and  for  this  purpose 
given  by  the  said  indenture  of  the  8th  of  March,  1854,  and  every 
other  power  enabling  me  in  this  behalf,  I  do  by  this  my  will  appoint 
that  the  lands  comprised  in  the  said  indenture  of  the  8th  of  March, 
1854,  shall,  from  and  after  my  decease,  remain  to  the  use  of  /.  B. 
Wharton  and  W.  H.  K  Johnson,''  (the  trustees)  "  upon  trust  for  the 
said  Bichard  Jones  during  his  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  myself  and  the  said  Bichard  Jones,  upon  trust  to  raise 
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the  sum  of  £3000,  and,  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  my  son  W.  H.       M.  B. 
Bruce^  his  heirs  and  assigns."  1870 

And  the  testatrix  declared  that  the  said  sum  of  £3000  so       Bbuce 
to  be  raised  should  be  in  trust  for  all  her  children  by  her      b^cb 

first  and  second  marriage,  other  than  the  said  W.  S.  Brwe,  the        

Plaintiff. 

The  testatrix,  by  a  codicil  to  her  will,  revoked  the  trust  in  favour 
of  her  second  husband,  Bichard  Jones. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1868,  and  her  eldest  son  instituted  the 
present  suit. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  will  of  the  testatrix  Ann  Jones  was  an 
effectual  exercise  of  the  power  of  disposition  given  to  her  by  her 
marriage  articles,  so  far  as  it  purported  to  confer  any  interest  in 
the  land  in  question  upon  the  Plaintiff  and  the  two  other  children 
of  the  first  marriage,  but  was  inoperative  as  regarded  the  children 
of  the  second  marriage,  and  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  will  was 
a  vaUd  exercise  in  equity  of  the  power  reserved  by  the  marriage 
articles  of  the  9th  of  January,  1837,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  Llanffeiiho  estates,  subject  to  the  raising  thereout 
the  sum  of  £3000  in  favour  of  Bobert  Daniel  Bruce  and  Mary 
Bruce. 

On  behalf  of  the  two  other  children  of  the  first  marriage,  Bobert 
Daniel  Brace  and  Mary  Bruce,  it  was  alleged  that  the  will  did  not 
operate  as  a  valid  appointment,  but  that  the  estate  went^  in  default 
of  appointment,  among  the  three  children  of  the  first  marriage,  in 
conformity  with  the  marriage  articles. 

Mr.  Cookson,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  question  in  this  suit  is,  whether  the  will  of  the  testatrix  Ann 
Jones  was  a  valid  exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment  in  favour 
of  the  children  of  her  first  marriage,  contained  in  the  marriage 
articles  of  the  9th  of  January,  1837. 

The  marriage  articles  must  be  taken  to  have  been  imported  into 
the  disentailing  assurance  of  June,  1851 :  Cheney  v.  HaU  (1). 

The  settlement  on  the  second  marriage  purported  to  give  her  a 
power  of  appointment  over  the  income  during  the  life  of  Bichard 
Jones,  the  second  husband.    By  the  deed  of  the  8th  of  March,  1854, 

(1)  Amb.  526. 
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H.  B.       Mr.  and  Mra  Jones  purported  to  convey  the  Llangeitho  estates  to 
1870       the  trustees  of  their  settlement  to  such  uses  as  An/n  Jonei  should 

^JJ^      appoint     This  deed,  which  was  wholly  inoperative,  is  the  one 

^  ^'         referred  to  in  the  will  as  containing  the  power  which  the  testatrix 

intended  to  exercise. 

By  that  will  Mrs.  Jones^  having  a  limited  power  under  the  mar- 
riage articles  to  appoint  by  deed  among  the  children  of  the  first 
marriage,  purported,  in  exercise  of  the  power  contained  in  the  deed 
of  the  8th  of  March,  1854,  "  and  of  every  other  power  enabling 
her  in  that  behalf,"  to  appoint  the  estate  to  the  eldest  son  of  the 
first  marriage  charged  with  £3000,  for  the  benefit  of  the  children 
of  both  marriages  other  than  the  eldest  son. 

I  submit  that,  though  this  is  a  defective  exercise  of  the  power,  it 
is  one  which  the  Court  will  aid,  in  order  to  carry  into  effect  the 
intention  of  the  donee  of  the  power.  The  testatrix  evidently 
intended  to  exercise  every  power  she  had.  She  thought,  tboagli 
erroneously,  that  the  power  under  the  articles  was  at  an  end,  and 
that  she  had  power  to  appoint  generally  under  the  deed  of  the 
8th  of  March,  1854. 

Where  there  is  a  power  to  appoint  among  children  generallT, 
though  not  to  one  exclusively,  it  may  be  exercised  by  appointing 
an  estate  in  block  to  one,  with  charges  on  it  for  the  benefit  of  the 
others :  Thwaytes  v.  Dye  (1) ;  Sugden  on  Powers  (2).  Therefore, 
as  regards  the  children  of  the  first  marriage  inter  se,  the  power  is 
well  exercised. 

Further,  this  exercise  of  the  power  was  valid,  though  executed 
by  wilL  It  is  true  that  a  power  to  appoint  by  will  cannot  be 
exercised  by  deed,  but  when  the  converse  case  arises,  then  a  will 
may  be  treated  as  a  writing  not  under  seal,  and  the  execution  as 
defective  merely.  Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  appointee  should 
have  no  other  provision :  Toilet  v.  T<Jlet  (3). 

In  8need  v.  8need  (4),  where  a  father  had  a  power  to  make  pro* 
vision  for  his  children  by  deed,  an  appointment  by  will,  even  for 
children  already  provided  for,  was  held  good.  In  Hervey  r. 
Hervey  (5)  it  was  held  that^  in  aiding  the  defective  execution  of  a 

(1)  2  Vem.  80.  (3)  2  P.  Wma.  489. 

(2)  8th  Ed.  p.  408.  (4)  Amb.  C4. 

(5)  1  Atk.  661,  567.^ 


VOL.  XL]  EQUITY  OASES.  375 

power,  either  for  a  wife  or  child,  the  fiEtct  of  its  being  intended  for  M.  B. 
a  prorision,  whether  voluntary  or  not^  would  entitle  the  Court  to  1870 
carry  it  into  execution.  In  SmUh  y.  Baker  (1),  the  cases  where  brugb 
equity  will  supply  a  defective  instrument  were  also  considered.  bkdci. 

Here  the  question  is  not  whether  the  children  of  the  first  mar-        — " 
riage  shall  be  unprovided  for  altogether,  for  they  would  take  some 
share  in  any  event,  but  whether  the  intention  of  the  testatrix  to 
give  the  eldest  son  a  larger  share,  shall  be  carried  into  effect. 

In  Chapman  v.  CUbson  (2),  where  a  testator  had  a  copyhold 
estate  unsurrendered  and  no  freehold,  a  surrender  was  supplied  for 
a  wife  against  a  distant  heir  not  provided  for  by  the  testator, 
though  provided  for  aliunde. 

The  result  is  that  the  Plaintiff  is  well  entitled  to  the  whole 
estate,  subject  to  the  charge  of  £3000  for  his  brother  and  sister ; 
that  the  power  given  by  the  articles  is  well  exercised  by  the  will ; 
that  the  fact  of  the  eldest  son  being  provided  for  is  not  material ; 
that  if  the  object  of  the  donee  of  the  power  is  clear,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  power  itself  should  be  referred  to ;  and  that  it  is  one 
to  which  the  Court  will  give  effect. 

Mr.  /.  JSr.  Humphreys  (Mr.  Jesself  Q.C.,  with  him),  for  the  two 
younger  children  of  the  first  marriage : — 

The  will  of  the  testatrix  is  not  a  good  exercise  of  the  power  con- 
tained in  the  marriage  articles,  and  if  it  operates  as  an  exercise  of 
the  power  at  all,  it  is  such  a  defective  execution  that  this  Court 
will  not  aid  it. 

This  Court  will  not  aid  a  defective  execution  of  a  power,  except 
in  cases  where  the  donee  intended  to  exercise  that  particular  power, 
or  where  the  aid  of  the  Court  is  sought  by  those  who  are  the  proper 
objects  of  the  power.  Here,  as  regards  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, the  words,  "  every  other  power  enabling  me  in  this  behalf," 
are  not  sufiScient. 

In  Clogsloun  v.  Walcoit  (3),  where  a  testatrix,  having  a  testa- 
mentary power  of  appointment  in  favour  of  her  children  over 
certain  funds  standing  in  the  names  of  trustees,  bequeathed,  and  by 
virtue  of  every  power  enabling  her  in  that  behalf,  appointed  all  the 
property  she  had  power  to  dispose  of  to  the  same  trustees,  upon 

(1)  1  Atk.  385.  (2)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  229.  (3)  13  Sim.  623. 
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H.  B.      trusty  after  payment  of  debts,  to  inyeet  the  residue  for  the  benefit  of 

1870  her  children,  it  was  held  that  her  will  was  not  an  exercise  of  the 
Bboos       power. 

Bkuoi.  "  ^®'®  *^®  testatrix  intended  to  exercise  another  power  altogether, 
—  namely,  that  in  the  deed  of  the  8th  of  March,  1854 — ^for  that  was 
the  only  power  under  which,  if  valid,  she  could  have  made  sach 
an  appointment  as  that  which  she  purported  to  do  by  this  will 
The  result  is,  that  the  children  by  the  first  marriage  take  equally 
in  de£etult  of  appointment. 

Mr.  Macnoffkten^  for  the  children  of  the  second  marriage. 

Mr.  Winierlatham,  for  Mr.  Janes. 

Mr.  F.  Waller,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Cooksan,  in  reply : — 

Cloffstou/n  y.  WcHcott  (1)  was  quite  different  &om  the  present 
case,  for  in  that  there  was  something  on  which,  if  the  power  had 
not  been  exercised,  the  disposition  could  operate ;  whereas  here 
there  was  nothing  on  which  the  power  in  the  marriage  artides 
could  operate  if  it  were  not  exercised  by  the  will.  Further,  the 
fact  of  the  donee  of  the  power  including  in  the  appointment 
strangers  to  the  power  will  not  render  it  inyalid :  Sttffden  on 
Powers  (2). 

1871  Jan.  17.    LoBD  Bohillt,  M.R. : — 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  a  power  to  appoint^  given 
by  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Jones,  has  been 
well  executed  by  her. 

[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  coDr 
tinned : — ]  , 

There  is  no  doubt  that  a  power  to  execute  by  deed,  such  as  that 
given  by  the  articles  of  January,  1837,  may  be  well  executed  bj 
will ;  but  that  will  not  dispose  of  this  question.  It  is  true  that 
the  testatrix  uses  the  words  ^  every  other  power  enabling  me  in  that 
behalf;"  but  it  is  also  clear  that,  not  only  she  had  not  the  articles 

(1)  13  Sim.  523.  (2)  8th  Ed.  p.  607. 
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present  to  her  mind,  but  that  she  did  not  believe  that  the  power       M.  R. 
contained  in  the  articles  had  any  existence,  or  that  she  was  able       1871 
to  exercise  sach  power.    She  believed  that  the  disentailing  assor-      Bbucb 
ance  of  September,  1844,  had  completely  put  an  end  to  it,  and      bbucb. 
that  the  deed  of  the  8th  of  March,  1854,  was  the  deed  which       — 
settled  the  whole  property. 

At  the  hearing  of  this  case,  I  was  disposed  at  first  sight  to  think 
the  question  turned  more  on  a  question  of  intention  than  on  the 
question  of  aiding  the  execution  of  a  power.  I  considered  it  to  be 
a  role  applicable  to  the  execution  of  powers  that  a  power  will  not 
be  deemed  to  be  executed  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  donee  of 
the  power  when  the  donee  supposes  that  a  different  power  from  that 
assumed  to  be  executed  is  rested  in  him.  But  there  is  no  doubt 
that  this  Court  will,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  intentions  of  the 
donee  of  the  power  for  that  purpose,  aid  the  execution  of  a  power 
not  specially  referred  to,  though  such  power  was  not  present  to 
the  mind  of  the  donee  at  the  time  of  the  execution. 

In  this  case  there  is  plain  evidence  that  the  testatrix  did  not 
intend  the  mil  to  be  an  execution  of  the  power  contained  in  the 
marriage  articles ;  but  the  intention  of  the  donee  was  that,  by  all 
the  means  in  her  power,  the  dispositions  contained  in  her  will 
should  be  carried  into  execution  referring  to  every  power  she  had. 
It  is,  I  think,  therefore  necessary  to  see  whether  the  intention 
which  she  displayed  by  her  wQl  would  be  best  effected  by  making 
the  will  take  effect  as  an  execution  of  the  power  contained  in  the 
marriage  articles,  or  by  giving  it  a  contrary  effect.  By  the  will 
it  is  plain  that  she  meant  to  give  the  greater  part  of  the  LlangeUho 
estate  to  her  eldest  son,  taking  out  of  it  £3000  only,  which  she 
intended  to  divide  amongst  her  four  other  children.  Two  of  them 
are  not  objects  of  the  power ;  and  therefore,  as  to  £1500,  the 
object  of  the  testatrix  would  be  defeated.  But  if  the  power  in  the 
articles  be  not  executed,  the  children  of  the  second  marriage  would 
be  equally  deprived,  and  the  only  result  would  be,  that  the  three 
children  of  the  first  marriage  would  take  the  whole  equally.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  I  should  be  more  seriously  interfering  with 
the  objects  and  wishes  of  the  testatrix  by  holding  that  this  will 
did  not  operate  as  an  execution  of  the  power  contained  in  the 
marriage  articles  than  by  the  opposite  conclusion. 


878  EQUITY  CABE3.  [L.  R. 

u.  R.  It  is  clearly  settled  that  an  execution  by  will  is  a  good  execution 
1871  of  a  power  executed  by  deed  in  such  cases  as  the  present  I  think, 
B^^  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  right,  and  is  entitled  to  the  decree 
^  ^'  that  he  asks.  K  the  testatrix  had  any  other  property,  a  question 
of  election  might  arise,  but  no  such  case  was  opened  before  me. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  I  must  make  the  decree  as  asked.    Costs 

out  of  the  estate. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Burton,  Yeates,  &  Hart. 


M.  B.  CALLANANB  v.  CAMPBELL. 

12^         Wdl—Successian  Duty-^ie  A  17  Vict.  c.  51,  ».  5— Bequest  upon  Ti'ust^AnnvU'/ 

Jan,  28 ;  — Foreiffn  Domicil. 

jM.  8. 

"""  A  foreigner  domiciled  abroad  bequeathed  his  residuary  estate  to  four  troi- 

/*  ^^^,^^   *^*^    *®®*  (three  of  whom  were  resident  in  England),  upon  trusts  for  conyersiai 

Jiot^  i  ^iCt  *^^  ^^®>  *°^  investment  of  the  proceeds  in  consols,  and  upon  trust  to  pay 

A  A^Ax^^^  «^       ^^^  ^^  ^^®  income  of  the  consols  two  annuities ;  and  he  directed  the  tmstees 

^^--r — y^M^^    ^       to  set  apart  a  sufficient  fund  of  consols  to  answer  the  annuities,  and  after  the 

.      y  y        -^        determination  of  either  annuity  the  fund  so  appropriated  was  to  revert  to  and 

^  ^  form  part  of  his  residuary  estate ;  and,  subject  as  aforesaid,  he  directed  hii 

*^^y\^  ^^^     residuary  estate  to  be  held  upon  trust  for  his  children.    The  testator  made 

his  will  and  died  in  London,  but  had  no  estate  within  the  United  Kingdcm^ 

except  the  personal  effects  in  his  possession  at  the  tame  of  his  death  :— 

Held,  that,  upon  the  death  of  one  of  the  annuitants,  no  succession  duty 

was  payable  in  respect  of  the  fund  appropriated  to  answer  the  annuity. 

XHIS  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  WSliam 
OdUanane,  of  Oporto,  who,*  by  his  will  dated  the  Ist  of  September, 
1853,  after  making  specific  bequests,  gave  all  the  rest  and  residue 
of  his  estate  to  four  trustees,  upon  trusts  for  sale  and  conversioD, 
and  investment  of  the  proceeds  in  the  '^  3  per  Cent  Consolidated 
Bank  Annuities  of  Chreat  Britain,"*  and  upon  trust,  out  of  the  divi- 
dends and  income  of  the  Bank  Annuities  for  the  time  being  con- 
stituting his  residuary  estate,  to  pay  two  annuities  of  £200  and 
£50  respectively  to  his  wife  and  sister ;  and  he  authorized  and 
directed  his  trustees  to  appropriate,  set  apart>  and  retain  in  their 
names  such  an  amount  of  3  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities 
out  of  his  residuary  estate  as  they  should  from  time  to  time  tlunk 
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expedient  for  the  payment  of  the  said  anntdties,  such  appropria-       M.  B. 
tions,  when  made,  to  exonerate  the  rest  of  his  personal  estate  there-       1871 
from ;  and  he  directed  that  as  and  when  the  annuities,  for  or  in   oallanahe 
respect  of  which  the  said  appropriations  should  be  made,  should    n™™  j, 
cease  or  determine,  the  amount  so  appropriated  in  respect  of  such       — * 
an  annuity  should  revert  to  and  become  part  of  his  residuary 
estate ;  and,  subject  as  aforesaid,  he  willed  and  directed  that  the 
whole  of  his  residuary  estate  should  be  in  trust  for  his  son  William 
and  his  daughters  Angelina  and  Christina,  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them. 

The  testator  died  in  September,  1853,  and  the  present  suit  was 
instituted  in  1863 ;  and  by  orders  made  in  the  suit  two  sums  of 
consols  had  been  carried  over  to  answer  the  annuities  given  to  the 
wife  and  sister  of  the  testator. 

The  sister  of  the  testator  died  in  October,  1870,  and  a  Petition 
was  now  presented  for  a  division  of  the  fund  set  apart  to  answer 
her  annuity. 

The  question  was  raised  on  this  Petition,  whether  succession 
duty  was  payable  on  this  fund. 

It  appeared  that  the  testator  was  a  native  of  Ireland^  but  had 
acquired  a  domicil  in  Portugal,  where  he  had  resided  from  an  early 
period  in  his  life  until  shortly  before  his  death.  In  1853  he  came 
to  England  for  surgical  advice  and  assistance,  but  died  shortly 
after  his  arrival  there  in  lodgings  in  London,  where  he  made  his 
wilL  His  children  were  domiciled  and  resident  in  Portugal.  His 
sister,  the  annuitant,  was  domiciled  and  resided  in  Ireland.  Three 
of  the  trustees  named  in  the  will  were  resident  in  London ;  the 
fourth  was  resident  in  Portugal.  The  testator  had  not  at  the  time 
of  his  death  any  property  within  the  United  Kingdom,  except  the 
personal  effects  then  in  his  possession.  No  legacy  or  succession 
duty  was  claimed  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  respect  of  his  resi- 
duary estate ;  but  it  was  now  alleged  that  succession  duty  was 
payable  in  respect  of  the  fund  which  became  divisible  by  the 
death  of  the  testator's  sister. 

Mr.  Fdber,  and  Mr.  Martineau,  for  the  residuary  legatees : — 

It  is  clear,  and  will  not  be  denied,  that  no  legacy  or  succession 
duty  was  payable  on  so  much  of  the  residue  as  became  divisible  on 
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M.  R.      the  death  of  the  testator :  Thomson  y.  Advoeate-Qeneral  (1) ;  Wal' 

1871       laoe  y.  AUomey-Qenerdl  (2).    The  annuity  giyen  to  the  testators 

Callahanb  sister  was  merely  a  charge  thrown  on  the  legatees'  interest.    Why 

**         should  any  succession  duty  be  payable  on  the  cessation  of  that 

—       charge?    It  is  a  fallacy  to  suppose  that  the  residuary  legatees 

became  entitled  to  the  fund  at  the  death  of  the  annuitant.    They 

came  into  the  enjoyment  of  it  at  that  time,  but  they  became 

entitled  to  it  at  the  death  of  the  testator.    Under  these  circiun- 

stances,  there  is  no  '^  succession "  within  the  meaning  of  the 

Succession  Duty  Act, 

Two  authorities  will  probably  be  cited  in  support  of  the  claim, 
In  re  SmUKs  Trusts  (3),  which  was  decided  before  Wallace  t. 
Attorney-Oeneral^  the  leading  case  on  this  subject^  and  In  re  Badarfi 
Trusts  (4),  which  latter  case  we  say  does  not  apply ;  for  the  Vioe- 
Chancellor  Malins  expressly  decided  that  case  ^^  without  in  the 
slightest  degree  supposing  that  the  property  of  any  merchant 
^  resident  abroad,  who  happens  accidentally  to  be  present  in  Enffhnd, 
and  makes  his  will,  is  liable  to  succession  duty  "  (5). 

Mr.  BovSl,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  W.  W.  KardaJce,  for  the  Crown : — 

I  admit  that  the  testator  was  domiciled  abroad  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  and  I  lay  no  stress  on  the  facts  that  he  made  his  will  in 
England,  and  died  there.  I  contend  that,  under  sect.  5  of  the 
Succession  Duty  Act,  the  residuary  legatees  are  ^'successors"  by 
reason  of  a  benefit  having  accrued  to  them  on  the  death  of  an 
annuitant  after  the  period  fixed  for  the  commencement  of  the 
Act. 

The  testator  directs  his  estate  to  be  invested  in  consols,  and  to 
be  administered  by  four  trustees,  of  whom  three  were  resident  in 
London. 

Now  when  a  person  domiciled  abroad  directs  a  fund  to  be 
remitted  to  this  country,  and  invested  in  the  funds  of  this  country 
upon  trusts  to  be  carried  out  in  this  country,  and  within  the 

(1)  12  CI.  &  F.  1.  (3)  12  W.  K.  933. 

(2)  Law  Bep.  1  Ch.  1.  (4)  Law  Rep.  10  £q.  288. 

(5)  Law  Hep.  10  £q.  298. 
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jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  this  country,  theu  the  increase  of       M.  B. 
benefit  to  the  eeduia  que  trust  arising  from  the  death  of  a  person        1871 
who  has  an  interest  in  the  trust  fund  is  a  '^  succession  "  within  the  Gallanaxe 
meaniug  of  the  Act :  In  re  Lovelace's  SetUement  (1) ;  In  re  WaUop'e    Campbell 

Trusts  (2).    The  latter  of  these  cases  arose  under  a  will,. and  not        

under  a  settlement,  as  was  supposed  by  Lord  Ora/nworth  in  Wallace 
y.  Attomey'Qeneral  (8).  The  doctrine  I  contend  for  was  acted  on 
in  the  cases  of  In  re  SmiiVs  Trusts  (4) :  In  re  CapdeveiUe  (5) ;  In 
re  Badarfs  Trusts  (6).  There  can  be  no  distinction  between  the 
case  of  a  tenant  for  life  and  that  of  an  annuitant. 

The  case  of  Thomson  y.  Advocate-General  (7),  in  which  it  was 
held  that  legacies  given  by  the  will  of  a  domiciled  foreigner  were 
not  subject  to  legacy  duty,  was  decided  shortly  before  the 
passing  of  the  Succession  Duty  Act ;  aud  if  it  had  been  intended  to 
exempt  cases  such  as  the  present  from  the  operation  of  the  Act,  a 
suitable  provision  would  have  been  inserted  in  sect.  18  of  the  Act. 
It  is  clear  that  that  section,  as  it  stands,  does  not  exempt  the 
residuary  legatees :  Attorney-General  v.  FitzJohn  (8). 


Feb.  8.    Lord  Bohillt,  M.B.,  after  stating  the  facts,  continued : — 

In  Wallace  v.  Attorney-General  (9)  it  was  determined  by  Lord 
Oranworth,  after  much  consideration,  that  in  such  a  state  of  circum- 
stances the  personal  estate  of  a  testator  who  was  a  foreigner 
domiciled  abroad  did  not  pay  succession  duty.  It  had  long 
been  settled  that  it  did  not  pay  legacy  duty,  but  the  enact- 
ments relating  to  legacy  and  succession  duty  are  different.  Still, 
WaSaee  v.  Attorney-General  established  that,  according  to  the 
words  of  the  statute  relating  to  succession  duty,  such  an  estate  did 
not  pay  succession  duty.  Accordingly  that  decision  was  followed 
in  this  case,  and  no  duty  was  levied  or  claimed  on  the  residue  of 
the  estate  of  the  testator  here.  I  think  that  disposes  of  this  case, 
for  I  am  clear  that  the  fund  now  in  question  is  part  of  the  residue, 

(1)  4  De  G.  &  J.  840.  (5)  2  H.  &  C.  985. 

(2)  1  D.  J^  &  S.  656.  (6)  Uw  Rep.  10  Eq.  288. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  9.  (7)  12  CI.  &  F.  L 

(4)  12  W.  R.  933.  (8)  2  H.  &  N.  465. 

(9)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  1. 
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M.  B.      and  is  indistinguishable  from  it,  and  in  fact  it  can  hardly  be  said 

1871       to  have  been  separated  from  it ;  certainly  not  as  a  distinct  fund  hj 

OaiIajune   *^®  ^^^^9  ^^^  ^^^  testator  only  directs  that  the  £50  per  annum, 

^-         part  of  the  income  of  his  residue,  shall  be  paid  annually  to  his 

sister  during  her  life ;  and  though  the  income  of  so  much  of  the 

residue  has  been  thus  appropriated,  still  it  remains  as  much  part 
of  the  residue  as  the  part  which  has  been  otherwise  appropriated. 
It  may  be  that  there  is  some  difSculty  in  reconciling  the  whole  of 
the  decisions,  but  I  consider  Wallace  v.  Attomey-Qeneral  (1)  to  be 
a  binding  authority  on  this  subject.  It  has  always  been  followed, 
so  far  as  I  know,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  rest  on  very  lucid  and 
unanswerable  reasoning,  and  to  apply  expressly  to  the  present  case, 
and  to  govern  it. 

Solicitors:  M.T.  Oeorffe  Annesley ;  Messrs.  Waiker  dt  Martineau; 
Mr.  Brovoning  ;  The  Solicitor  of  Inland  Bevenue. 


M.  E.  MACLAEEN  v.  STAINTON. 

J^  Adminittration — Tenant /or  Life  and  Remainderman — Claims  against  TettaUn't 

July  4 ;  Estate — Compromise — Apportionment  between  Capital  and  Income, 

A  claim  made  against  the  estate  of  a  testator,  founded  on  an  alleged  breach 
}^  of  trust,  was  oompromiaed  by  the  payment  of  a  large  sum  several  years  after 

jr^  25  '^®  testator's  death : — 

-^»  Beld,  that  for  the  purpose  of  dealing  between  the  tenants  for  life  and 

remaindermen  under  the  trusts  of  the  will,  the  sum  paid  was  to  be  treated 
as  composed  of  a  principal  debt  due  on  the  day  on  which  the  transKtioD 
took  place  out  of  which  the  claim  originated,  of  interest  at  £5  per  cent  from 
that  day  up  to  the  date  of  the  testator's  death,  and  of  interest  at  £4  per  cent, 
on  the  aggregate  of  the  said  principal  and  interest  from  the  testator's  death 
to  the  time  of  payment ;  and  that  the  principal  and  interest  up  to  the  tes- 
tator's death  were  chargeable  against  corpus^  and  the  subsequent  inteiest 
against  income. 

XHIS  suit  was  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  Henrf 
Stainton,  who,  by  his  will,  devised  and  bequeathed  his  residuary 
real  and  personal  estate  upon  trust  for  sale  and  conversion;  and 
directed  the  proceeds  to  be  divided  into  eight  parts,  two  of  which 
were  to  be  allotted  to  each  of  his  two  sons,  one  to  each  of  his  three 
daughters  then  living,  and  one  to  the  children  of  a  deceased 

(1)  Law  Eep.  1  Ch.  1. 
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dangliter;  and  the  respectiye  shares  of  his  sons  and  danghters  M.B. 
weie  to  be  Iield  npon  trust  for  'them  daring  their  respective  lives,  1870 
and  after  their  deaths  for  their  children.  MAntAngy 

The  testator  died  on  the  5th  of  December,  1851.  He  had  for  a  g^^^^roN 
long  period  acted  as  agent  to  the  Carron  Company y  and  after  his  — 
decease  that  company^  and  the  representatives  of  various  share- 
holders therein,  instituted  legal  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  effect  to  certain  claims  made  by  them  on  the  estate  of  the 
testator  in  respect  of  certain  shares,  the  property  of  the  company, 
alleged  to  have  been  improperly  retained  by  the  testator  for 
his  own  use.  After  the  litigation  had  gone  on  for  some  time,  and 
an  investigation  had  been  made,  on  behalf  of  the  person  entitled  to 
the  estate,  as  to  the  amount  likely  to  be  recovered  therefrom,  agree- 
ments were  entered  into  upon  the  footing  of  the  result  of  such 
investigation  for  the  compromise  of  these  claims ;  and  in  pursuance 
thereof  large  sums  were,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  and  several 
years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  paid  to  the  claimants  in  satis- 
fSeustion  of  their  claims;  and  in  particular,  two  sums  of  £220,000 
and  £104,654  16«.  were  paid  to  the  Carron  Company ;  a  sum  of 
£60,000  was,  on  the  5th  of  January,  1864,  paid  to  Sir  John  James 
Walsham;  and  on  the  9th  of  December,  1864,  a  sum  of  £3100  was 
paid  to  William  Eamiltan.  The  last  two  sums  were  paid  in  respect 
of  claims  arising  out  of  transactions  which  took  place  on  the  5th  of 
January,  1818,  and  the  9th  of  December,  1848,  respectively. 

In  the  course  of  certain  inquiries  which  had  been  directed  by 
an  order  made  in  this  suit,  the  question  arose  how  the  payment  of 
these  sums  was  to  be  borne  by  the  testator's  estate,  as  between  the 
corpus  and  income  thereof;  and  a  summons  was  taken  out  by  the 
Plaintiffs,  the  executors  of  the  testator,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  point.  The  summons  was  adjourned 
into  Court,  and  the  proceedings  at  the  hearing  are  reported  (1). 
No  order,  however,  was  drawn  up  on  that  occasion. 

The  Chief  Clerk  made  his  certificate,  dated  the  21st  of  April, 
1870,  and  thereby  found  the  proportions  of  the  sums  paid  by  way 
of  compromise  of  the  claims  which  were  to  be  borne  by  the  corpus 
and  income  of  the  estate  respectively.  The  persons  entitled  to 
the  corpus  contended  that  the  proportion  found  by  the  certificate 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  443. 


V. 

Stainton. 
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M.  B.  as  payable  out  of  corpus  was  too  large,  for  two  reasons :  first,  that 
1870  interest  on  the  principal  due  from  the  testator  had  been  calcn- 
MAOLABibf  lated  at  £4  instead  of  £5  per  cent. ;  and,  secondly,  that  interest  on 
the  principal  sum  due  from  the  testator,  from  the  date  of  the  testa- 
tor s  death  to  the  dates  of  the  compromises  respectively,  had  alone 
been  charged  against  income ;  whereas,  as  they  contended,  interest 
at  £4  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  principal  and  interest  due  at  the 
testator's  death  ought  to  haye  been  so  charged,  in  addition  to  the 
interest  at  £5  per  cent,  subsequent  to  the  testator's  death. 

A  summons  was  taken  out  for  the  purpose  of  varying  the  certifi- 
cate in  these  respects. 

Mr.  SotUhffoie,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  WaMei',  for  some  of  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  corptM : — 

First,  as  to  the  rate  of  interest :  These  sums  were  recovered 
from  the  estate  in  respect  of  claims  which  were  in  the  nature  of 
claims  by  ceduis  que  trust  against  a  trustee  who  had  appropriated 
the  trust  money  to  his  own  use  and  employed  it  in  his  own  business. 
If  the  claimants  had  prosecuted  their  demands,  they  would  clearly 
have  recovered  interest  at  £5  per  cent.:  Lewin  on  Trusts  (1); 
and  that  being  so,  in  computing  what  is  to  be  paid  by  the  tenant 
for  life,  interest  ought  to  be  charged  at  £5  per  cent. 

Secondly :  It  was  decided  on  the  former  occasion  (2)  that  the 
parties  are  to  be  placed  as  nearly  as  may  be  in  the  same  position 
as  if  their  claims  had  been  paid  off  at  the  testator's  death.  Suppo^, 
now,  that  the  principal  debt  was  £30,000,  carrying  interest  at  £5 
per  cent.,  that  £50,000  was  due  for  interest  at  the  testator's  death, 
and  that  the  compromise  was  not  made  until  ten  years  after  the 
death.  If  the  debt  had  been  paid  at  the  testator's  death,  the  eorfvs 
of  the  estate  would  have  been  reduced  at  once  by  £80,000 ;  but 
instead  of  that,  this  amount  remained  part  of  the  estate  for  ten 
years,  and  produced  income,  which  was  paid  to  the  tenant  for  life ; 
consequently,  now  that  matters  are  being  put  right  as  between 
tenant  for  life  and  remainderman,  the  former  ought  to  be  charged 
with  interest  at  £4  per  cent,  on  £80,000,  being  the  amount  of  in- 
come which  he  has  received  in  excess  of  what  he  ought  to  have 
received.  Besides  this,  the  tenant  for  life  ought  to  have  kept 
(1)  5th  Ed.  r.  277.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  448. 


TOL.  XL]  EQUITY  OASEa  385 

down  the  interest  accruing  during  the  ten  years  on  £30,000.    He      M.  B« 
did  not  do  so^  and  consequently  he  ought  now  to  be  charged  with       1S70 

\_0-u  ^_f 

interest  at  £5  per  cent.,  instead  of  £4  per  cent.,  on  £30,000,  part    Maclabbn 
of  the  £80,000.  s,_^^^ 

Sir  jB.  BoffgdUay,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Eaynes,  and  Mr.  Appaeh,  for  other 
persons  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Lewin  (Mr.  Jessd^  Q.Cf.,  with  him),  for  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  income  of  the  estate : — 

As  to  the  first  point :  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  in  the 
calculations  on  which  the  compromise  was  founded,  the  rate  of 
interest  was  taken  as  £4  per  cent.,  consequently  we  submit  that 
that  rate  ought  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  is 
to  be  paid  by  the  tenants  for  life.  Further,  this  is  a  question 
partly  between  tenant  for  life  and  remainderman;  and  it  is  the 
rule  of  the  Court  in  all  such  C6tses  to  charge  interest  at  £4  per  cent, 
only :  Turner  y.  Newport  (1) ;  Cox  v.  Cox  (2). 

Then  as  to  the  second  point :  It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  there 
never  has  been  any  ascertained  debt  on  which  interest  could  be 
calculated.  The  claims  brought  forward  were  made  up  of  items 
many  of  which  could  not  have  been  vouched,  and  in  arranging  the 
terms  of  compromise  regard  was  had  to  this  fact.  The  advantage 
gained  by  the  compromise  is  in  the  nature  of  an  annuity  for  years 
which  has  fallen  into  the  corpus,  and  ought  to  be  shared  between 
tenant  for  life  and  remainderman  in  the  proportions  in  which  the 
debt  ought  to  have  been  borne  by  them.  It  is  clear  that  the  corpus  of 
the  estate  ought  not  to  gain  anything  by  the  postponement  of  pay- 
ment of  the  debt ;  yet,  on  the  principles  contended  for  on  the  other 
side,  that  must  happen :  the  longer  the  payment  of  the  debt  is  post- 
poned, the  less,  on  these  principles,  falls  to  be  borne  by  the  corpus. 

Mr.  KenyoUy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Madaren,  for  the  trustees  of  the  will. 

Lord  Romilly,  M.E. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  calculations  upon  which  the  com- 
promise was  founded  have  nothiug  to  do  with  the  case.  Persons 
may  enter  into  a  compromise  upon  the  basis  of  paying  interest  at 

(1)  2  Ph.  14.  (2)  law  Bep.  8  Eq.  343 


V, 
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H.  R.       £4  per  cent,  or  £3  per  cent,  or  no  intereet  at  all ;  but  that  cannot 

1870        affect  the  rights  of  persons  who  are  not  parties  to  the  compromise, 

MACLi^BK    i^amely,  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  persons  in  remainder,  between 

whom  this  question  arises.    If  their  rights  were  to  be  affected, 

they  ought  to  have  been  called  in  to  know  what  they  had  to  say 

about  the  compromise,  and  to  know  whether  they  consented  to  be 

9 

bound  by  any  determination  between  the  executor  and  the  persons 
outside  the  estate  who  were  cl&iming  a  debt  against  the  estate.  It 
would  be  monstrous  to  say  that  the  executors  could,  by  a  com- 
promise with  a  debtor,  affect  the  rights  of  the  tenant  for  life  or 
persons  in  remainder. 

The  question  then  arises  how  this  case  ought  to  be  considered. 
In  the  first  place  I  will  consider  it  as  if  everything  had  been 
arranged  at  the  death  of  the  testator ;  and  I  will  take  the  case  of 
a  debt  of  £100,000,  and  assume  that  there  was  £30,000  due  for 
principal  and  £70,000  for  interest  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 
Assuming  that  the  Carron  Company  insisted  upon  being  paid 
£70,000,  but  would  allow  the  £30,000  to  remain  due,  it  is  quite 
clear  the  capital  would  haye  been  reduced  at  once  by  the  amount 
of  £70,000,  and  the  result  would  have  been  that  the  estate  wonld 
have  been  so  much  the  less,  and  the  persons  who  were  tenants  for 
life  would  have  got  £4  per  cent  on  that  amount,  less  than  they 
would  otherwise  have  got  The  £30,000  was  to  remain  unpaid. 
This  was  a  debt  due  from  a  trustee  who  had  got  money  of  his 
cesiuis  que  trusty  and  had  traded  with  it;  and  therefore  he  was 
not  only  bound  to  pay  the  principal,  but  was  bound  also  to  pay 
interest  at  £5  per  cent.  Therefore,  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
there  were  two  sums  due,  £30,000  for  principal  and  £70,000  for 
interest,  £30,000  carrying  interest  at  £5  per  cent  The  £70,000 
being  paid  off*,  the  estate  of  the  testator  was  reduced  by  that 
amount  and  thereby  the  income  of  the  tenant  for  life  was  reduced 
by  the  amount  I  have  mentioned.  But  the  principal  carried 
interest  at  £5  per  cent,  and  in  that  way  the  income  of  the  tenant 
for  life  is  reduced  by  the  £5  per  cent,  on  the  principal,  because 
the  interest  upon  the  debt  must  be  kept  down.  If  the  whole  had 
been  paid  off,  it  would  have  been  for  the  advantage  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  he  would  only  have  had  so  much  less  income ;  but 
the  matter  goes  on,  say  for  ten  years,  and  at  the  end  of  ten  years 
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the  compromise  is  entered  into.    I  laid  down  in  the  case,  when  it       M.  B. 
came  before  me  in  1867,  that  the  principle  upon  which  you  must       1870 
treat  the  case  is  this :  You  gain  a  profit  by  the  compromise ;  I    maolaskk 
hold  that  that  profit  ought  to  be  apportioned  batween  the  amount    „    ^* 

due  for  principal  and  interest  payable  out  of  the  estate  at  the        

time  of  the  testator's  death,  and  the  amount  of  interest  sub- 
sequently accrued,  that  amount  of  interest  being  at  the  rate  of  £5 
per  cent.  Assuming  that  the  profit  was  a  sum  of  £24,000,  and 
that  the  amounts  due  at  the  testator's  death,  and  the  interest 
subsequently  accrued,  were  in  the  proportion  of  nineteen  to  fiye, 
the  result  would  be  that  you  would  have  to  apply  £19,000  in 
redaction  of  the  amount  by  which  the  testator's  estate  would  haye 
been  reduced  by  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  at  the  date 
of  his  death ;  and  the  amount  by  which  the  income  of  the  estate 
would  be  diminished  between  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  the 
time  when  the  debt  was  paid,  would  have  excepted  from  it  that 
portion  of  the  £24,000  which  was  the  profit  of  the  trans 
attributable  to  interest  accrued  during  that  period,  namely, 
80  that,  supposing  the  total  amount  by  which  the  income  sffid 
have  been  reduced  had  been  £15,000,  there  would  have  J|^n 
deducted  out  of  the  actual  income  some  £10,000  only.  That,  in 
my  opinion,  is  the  principle,  and  that  is  in  accordance  with  the 
view  I  took  on  the  former  occasion.  The  parties  do  not  appear  to 
me  to  have  adopted  that  yiew  at  all. 

I  repeat  that  the  principle  on  which  the  compromise  was  entered 
into  cannot  affect  the  rights  as  between  the  tenant  for  life  and  re- 
mainderman ;  and  when  Mr.  Lemn  reads  me  the  calculations  and 
the  letters  upon  which  the  compromise  was  based,  shewing  that 
the  Carran  Company  entered  into  it  on  the  principle  that  they  were 
to  take  £4  per  cent,  instead  of  £5, 1  must  disregard  that  altogether. 
The  principle  on  which  the  compromise  was  entered  into  cannot 
affect  the  principle  upon  which  this  question  is  to  be  decided 
between  the  tenant  for  life  and  those  in  remainder.  There  were 
certain  claims  against  the  estate,  and  those  were  compromised.  If, 
in  the  compromise,  the  claimants  gaye  up  the  interest,  you  cannot 
put  so  much  in  the  hands  of  the  tenant  for  life  and  take  it  away 
from  the  tenant  in  remainder.  The  compromise  does  not,  in  the 
dightest  degree,  affect  the  question. 
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IL  B.  The  cases  of  Tti/mer  v.  Newport  (1)  and  Cox  v.  Oox  (2),  cited  bj 

*      1870  Mr.  Lewin,  appear  to  me  strongly  corroboratiye  of  the  view  I  take; 

HACLABur  ^bat  is  to  say,  yon  are  to  calculate  the  amount  as  if  it  had  aocnied 

&FMISTOV  ^^  ^^  death  of  the  testator.   That  is  the  principle  upon  which  the 

*—  matter  is  to  be  determined^  and  the  view  I  take  of  the  case. 


Nov.  9.    Considerable  difiSculty  was  found  in  drawing  up  the 

order,  and  the  matter  was  this  day  put  In  the  paper  to  be  spoken 

to  on  the  minutes.     His  Lordship  directed  the  order  to  be  drawn 

up  in  accordance  with  minutes  proposed  by  the  parties  taking  out 

the  summons ;  and  the  other  parties,  if  dissatisfied,  might  move  to 

vary  them. 

The  order  was  accordingly  drawn  up  as  follows : — 

His  Lordship  being  of  opinion  that  the  interest  due  from  the 

testator's  estate  to  the  several  creditors  mentioned  in  the  summons 

dated  the  5th  of  May,  1870,  was  to  be  calculated  at  the  rate  of  £5 

p^^cent  per  annum,  doth  declare,  that  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 

taiaing  the  profit  made  by  the  several  compromises  of  the  several 

claims  made  by  the  Carron  Company  against  the  estate  of  the 

testator,  interest  on  the  amount  of  the  several  principal  debts  dae 

from  the  testator's  estate  to  the  said  company,  from  the  respectiTe 

days  on  which  the  said  several  debts  accrued  due  down  to  the 

respective  days  of  payment,,is  to  be  calculated  at  the  rate  of  £5 

per  cent  per  annum,  and  that  the  difference  between  the  said 

several  sums  of  principal  and  interest  so  calculated  as  aforesaid, 

and  the  several  amounts  actually  paid  to  the  said  company,  is  to 

be  treated  as  profit,  and  apportioned  rateably  in  respect  of  the 

said  several  principal  debts,  and  interest  thereon  up  to  the  5th  of 

December,   1851,  and  the  interest   which   accrued   subsequent 

thereto.    And  his  Lordship  doth  also  declare,  that  the  tenants  for 

life  under  the  will  of  the  testator  are  to  be  charged  with  interest 

at  £4  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  gross  amount  of  such  principal 

debts  and  interest,  calculated  up  to  the  5th  of  December,  1851, 

at  £5  per  cent,  per  annum  as  aforesaid,  after  deducting  therefrom 

the  rateable  proportion  of  profit  on  the  footing  aforesaid.    And 

(1)  2_Ph.  14.  (2)  Law  Bep.  8  Eq.  343. 
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his  Lordship,  for  the  purpose  of  dealings  as  between  the  tenants  for  H.  B. 
life  and  remaindermen  under  the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will,  with  1870  • 
the  several  sums  of  £60,000  and  £3100,  paid  to  Sir  John  James  maolassn 
Wdbiham  and  WiUiam  Hamilton  respectively,  out  of  the  testator's  gj^'^Qj^ 
estate,  doth  order  that,  on  the  footing  that  each  of  such  several  *— 
sums  is  composed  of  a  principal  debt  due  on  the  5th  of  January, 
1818,  and  the  9th  of  December,  1848,  respectively,  and  of  interest 
to  be  calculated  on  such  several  principal  debts  respectively  at 
the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  said  several  last- 
mentioned  days  up  to  the  6th  day  of  December,  1851,  and  of 
interest  on  the  respective  aggregate  amounts  of  the  said  several 
principal  debts  and  interest  as  last  aforesaid,  to  be  calculated  from 
the  5th  of  December,  1851,  down  to  the  5th  of  January,  1864,  and 
the  9th  day  of  December,  1864,  respectively,  at  the  rate  of  £4  per 
cent  per  annum,  the  several  amounts  of  such  several  principal 
debts  and  interest  as  aforesaid  to  the  5th  of  December,  1851,  and 
of  the  subsequent  interest  thereon  respectively  as  aforesaid,  be 
ascertained.  And  his  Lordship  doth  declare  that  the  said  several 
principal  debts,  and  interest  thereon  respectively,  down  to  the 
5th  of  December,  1851,  as  aforesaid,  are  to  be  chargeable  against 
the  corpus  of  the  testator's  estate,  and  the  subsequent  interest  on 
the  said  respective  aggregate  amounts  as  aforesaid  is  to  be  charge- 
able against  the  said  tenants  for  lifa  And  his  Lordship  doth 
order  that  this  cause  be  referred  back  to  Chambers  to  review  the 
Chief  Clerk's  said  certificate,  dated  the  21st  of  April,  1870,  having 
regard  to  the  declarations  and  directions  hereinbefore  contained ; 
and  it  is  ordered,  that  the  costs  of  the  PlaintifiEs  and  Defendants  of 
this  application  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


Feb.  25.  No  motion  to  vary  the  minutes  was  made,  but  187I 
a  Petition  was  presented  to  obtain  the  sanction  of  the  Court  to  a 
compromise  of  the  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties  to  the 
suit,  and  came  on  to  be  heard  this  day.  It  was  stated  that  the 
effect  of  the  order,  as  drawn  up.  Would  be  to  add  a  sum  of  about 
£60,000  to  the  amount  found  by  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate  to  be 
chargeable  against  the  tenants  for  life ;  and  that  the  effect  of  the 

26^  2  8 
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M.  R.      compromise  would  be  to  add  about  £30,000  only  to  such  amount 
*     1871        All  parties^  mii  juris,  were  willing  to  assent  to  the  proposed 
jl2^[]|^    arrangement. 

BTAprroir.       rpj^^  Masteb  OP  THE  RoLLS  sanctioned  the  compromise  on  behalf 
of  infant  remaindermen* 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  DawsM,  Bryan,  &  Dawson;  Messrs. Xtfirtt^ 
&Co. 
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PETER  *.  NICOLLS.  v.^.  s. 

•1871 
7e«<for  a$id  Furchaaer-— Voluntary  SetilemerU — Title — Posaession — Legal  Estate       '  ,^^ 

— WiUingnesB  to  complete  Purchase — Specific  Performance,  March  15. 

On  bill  by  a  vendor  for  specific  performance,  the  Defendant,  the  purchaser, 
set  np  a  yolontary  settlement  as  an  objection  to  the  title,  but  said  he  was 
willing  to  complete  the  purchase  on  having  a  good  title.  He  had  been  let 
into  possession  as  purchaser,  and  paid  part  of  his  purchase-money,  and  had 
paid  off  a  mortgage  and  got  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  and  possessioii 
of  the  title-deeds : — 

Meldf  that,  notwithstanding  the  voluntary  settlement,  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  decree  for  completing  the  purchase. 

Semble,  the  principle  of  Smith  v.  Oariand  (1)  does  not  apply  to  a  Defendant 
who  says  he  is  willing  to  complete  on  having  a  good  title. 

Cause. 

Arthtbr  Peter,  the  Plaintiff,  who,  in  October,  1854,  went  to  and 
had  ever  since  remained  in  South  Australia,  in  May,  1848,  entered 
into  an  agreement  in  writing  to  sell  his  estate,  situate  in  Cornwall, 
4o  JoncUhan  NieoUs,  the  Defendant,  for  £3800,  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage for  £1800,  which  was  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  purchase- 
money.  The  Plaintiff  agreed  that  he  would,  within  one  calendar 
month,  .make  and  deliver  to  the  Defendant  an  abstract  of  his  title. 
The  Defendant,  on  the  29th  of  September,  1848,  entered  into  and 
had  ever  since  retained  undisturbed  possession  of  the  estate.  On 
the  same  29th  of  September  he  paid  off  the  mortgage-money  and- 
obtained  a  transfer  of  the  mortgage,  and  also  possession  of  the 
tide-deeds. 

On  the  7th  of  February,  1868,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  praying 
for  the  specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  or  that  it  might  be 
rescinded ;  and  for  an  account. 

The  Defendant,  in  his  answer,  filed  in  April,  1868,  stated  that 
the  Plaintiff,  in  September,  1843,  conveyed  the  estate,  subject  to 
the  mortgage,  to  a  trustee  upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  himself 
for  life  and  for  that  of  his  wife  and  children.  He  also  stated  that 
be  made  payments  under  the  agreement,  and  rendered  an  account 
between  himself  and  the  Plaintiff  (which  was  signed  by  both 

(1)  2  Mer.  123. 
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y.-O.  a  parties)  up  to  September,  1854 ;  that  he  had,  since  that  year, 
1871  made^  in  pursuance  of  the  verbal  request  of  the  Flaintifiy  seyeral 
PsTiB  other  pajrments  and  adrances  of  money  to  or  on  aooount  of  the 
XicouA  ^l^tiff 's  wife  and  children,  which,  he  submitted,  ought  to  be  set 
"^^  off  against  what  was  due  from  him  to  the  Plaintiff  under  the 
agreement ;  that  he  had  erected  a  new  dwelling-house  and  other 
buildings  upon  the  estate,  and  had  improved  the  premises  by 
drainage  and  other  like  works.  The  Defendant  said  he  did  not 
refuse  to  perform  the  agreement ;  on  the  contrary,  he  had  always 
been  ready  and  willing  to  do  so  specifically ;  but  he  insisted  that 
the  Plaintiff  must  first  make  out  his  title  to  and  convey  the  estate 
to  him  free  from  incumbrances.  He  also  insisted  that  the  agree- 
ment ought  not  to  be  rescinded,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  it  onght 
to  be  specifically  performed  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  he  ought 
forthwith  to  deliver  an  abstract  of  his  title,  and  to  procure  a  con- 
veyance of  the  estate  to  him  by  all  necessary  parties.  He  snV 
mitted,  on  the  execution  and  delivery  of  such  conveyance,  to  pay 
to  the  Plaintiff  what  (if  anything)  was  due  to  him  under  the 
agreement,  and  to  have  an  account  taken  by  the  Court ;  and  also 
to  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  whether,  having  regard  to  the 
settlemei^t,  the  agreement  could  be  decreed  to  be  specifically  per- 
formed at  the  instance  of  the  Plaintiff;  whether  the  persons  in- 
terested in  the  settlement  were  not  necessary  parties  to  the  suit, 
and  whether  provision  ought  not  to  be  made  for  them  out  of  the 
balance  (if  any)  of  the  purchase-money  remaining  to  be  paid.  The 
indenture  of  settlement  was  dated  the  28th  of  September,  1843, 
and  was  executed  by  the  Plaintiff. 

The  bill  of  the  Plaintiff  was  amended  on  the  28th  of  July,  1868, 
and  re-amended  on  the  1st  of  February,  1868,  but  not  by  adding 
parties  to  the  suit.  The  Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  had  no  recollec- 
tion of  having  ever  executed  any  such  settlement ;  and  that^  if 
such  settlement  was  ever  executed,  it  was  voluntary,  and  void  as 
against  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration. 

The  Defendant^  in  his  answer  to  the  amended  bill  filed  on  the 
SOth  of  October,  1868,  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  Coort 
whether  the  settlement  was  voluntary  or  void  as  against  a  pQ^ 
chaser  for  valuable  consideration ;  claimed  to  be  beneficially  entitled 
to  the  mortgage ;  stated  that  he-  had  in  his  possession  certain  title- 
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deeds  relating  to  the  property ;  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  was  y.^C  &. 

bound  to  make  out  his  title  and  deliver  an  abstract;  and  stated  igyi 
that  he  was  willing  to  produce  the  deeds  in  his  possession  to  the 


Plaintiffy  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  prepare  such  abstract,         «• 
if  he  could  not  do  so  otherwise.    He  was  ready  and  willing  to       —i. 
set  off  against  the  amount  due  to  him  as  mortgagee  what  (if 
anything)  was  due  from  him  as  purchaser ;  and  he  submitted  that 
his  two  characters  of  mortgagee  and  purchaser  were  in  no  wise 
inconsistent  with  each  other. 

In  the  re-amended  bill  the  Plaintiff  stated  that  no  abstract  had 
been  deliyered  to,  nor,  except  by  his  answer,  required  by  the 
Defendant  or  his  solicitor,  and  submitted  that  the  Defendant  must 
be  taken  to  have  waived  such  delivery,  and  accepted  the  title ;  and 
prayed  for  a  declaration  to  that  effect. 

The  Defendant  filed  a  concise  statement  and  interrogatories;  and 
the  Plaintiff's  answer,  filed  on  the  17th  of  January,  1870,  con- 
tained a  statement  that,  almost  immediately  after  he  left  Englandj 
his  wife  went  to  live,  and  had  ever  since  lived,  with  the  Defendant 
as  his  wife ;  that  althpugh  they  were  well  aware  from  his  letters 
that  he  was  living,  they,  on  the  7th  of  December,  1862,  went 
through  the  form  of  marriage  at  the  Begistraif's  0£Sce  at  East 
Slonehouaey  and  had  ever  since  continued  to.  cohabit  together  as 
husband  and  wife ;  and  he  submitted  that  no  payments  or  advances 
made  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff's  wife,  after  she  went  to 
live  with  him  as  his  wife,  ought  to  be  allowed  out  of  the  Plaintiff's 
estate. 

Mr.  Karddke,  Q.C.  (Mr.  Vincent  with  him),  for  the  Plaintiff,  ■ 
after  stating  the  &cts,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Mr.  DiekinBon,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kekewieh,  for  the  Defendant : — 
The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  peculiar.  After  the  bill  was 
filed  the  attention  of  the  Plaintiff  was  called  to  the  fact  that  he  had, 
prior  to  his  contract  to  sell  the  estate,  executed  a  voluntary  settle- 
ment; and  notwithstanding  that  the  bill  was  twice  amended,  the 
persons  beneficially  interested  under  the  settlement  have  not  been 
made  parties ;  but[the  cause  has  been  brought  to  a  hearing  without 
them,  and  the  Plaintiff  now  asks  that  he  may  be  allowed  to 
defeat  the  settlement,  and  that  the  contract  entered  into  by  the 
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Y.-0. 8.     Defendant  may  be  specifically  performed,  or  that  it  may  be 
1871       rescinded.  So  far  as  the  persons  interested  under  the  settlement  aie 
Pxim      concerned,  the  deed  must  be,  by  the  settlor,  treated  as  yalid  and 
^ J"^         subsisting ;  but  the  Defendant,  a  purchaser  for  value,  is  entitled 
—        to  have  the  contract  specifically  performed :  BaeMe  v.  MUchdL  (1). 
The  purchaser  vas  Plaintiff  in  that  case,  and  he  was,  as  the 
Defendant  is  here,  willing  to  complete  his  purchase;    but  in 
8mUh  V.  Oarland  (2),  which  governs  this  case,  the  purchaser,  the 
Defendant,  was  not  vdlling  to  do  so.    It  was  there  held  that  the 
Court  will  not  assist  a  vendor  in  defeating  a  prior  voluntary  settle- 
ment made  by  himself. 

Though  the  Defendant  is  willing  to  complete,  yet  he  desires  to  have 
a  good  title,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  in  this  suit  give  hint 
Some  of  the  parties  interested  under  the  settlement  may  have  dis- 
posed of  their  interests.  The  Defendant,  if  he  filed  a  bill,  would 
bring  all  parties  before  the  Court,  and  it  would  be  able  to  give  him 
a  decree ;  but  as  the  law  is  now  settled,  it  cannot  be  done  in  this 
suit. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  :— The  Defendant  is  willing  to  complete ; 
but  he  says  there  is  an  objection  to  the  title,  which  he  himself  can 
remove.] 

The  Court  acts  upon  a  well-established  principle  in  reference  to 
a  person  who  has  executed  a  voluntcury  settlement — it  will  not 
permit  him  to  set  it  aside  directly  or  indirectly  by  selling  the 
estate  to  a  stranger.  The  statute  27  Eliz.  c  4,  however,  gi?e8 
a  purchaser  for  value  a  right — which  is  not  mutual — ^to  a  decree 
for  specific  performance. 

[The  Vice-Chanoellor  :— In  Pulverioft  v.  Pulvertofl  (3)  Lord 
Eldon  put  the  case  of  a  voluntary  settlement  by  a  father  and  eon, 
and  upon  failure  the  father  wished  to  part  with  the  estate,  and 
said :  *^  I  cannot  agree  that,  if  the  deed  had  been  brought  into  Court, 
it  would  have  prevented  a  sale  by  the  father  if  that  was  a  voluntary 
settlement ;"  and  it  seems  from  the  decision  in  Smith  v.  Oarlani, 
that  a  purchaser  can  compel  specific  performance,  but  a  vendor 
cannot,  though  he  may  have  a  right  to  sell.] 

(1)  18  Ves.  100.  (2)  2  Mer.  123. 

(3)  18  Veg.  84,  93. 
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TJDder  ordinary  circiimfltanoeB  a  yendor — ^the  contract  being     V.-C.S, 
admitted — ^is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  and  to  a        1971 
reference  as  to  title ;  and  in  Smith  y.  (Garland  (I)  there  was  a  contract      Pbtee 
which  entitled  the  vendor  to  a  decree,  subject  only  to  a  good  title     ^xoo'lls. 

being  shewn;  but  that  could  not  be  done,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed.        

It  was  upon  the  title  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  was  giyeu. 
Fvhmiofi  y.  Pulvertoft  (2)  also  recognises  the  principle,  that  a 
settlor  cannot  come  here  and  ask  to  have  his  settlement  annulled. 
In  Johnson  v.  Legard  (3)  a  purchaser  would  not  avail  himself  of  his 
right  to  set  aside  the  settlement,  and  the  Court  would  not  inter- 
fere on  a  bill  by  the  creditors  of  the  vendor,  though  the  purchaser 
was  not  an  unwilling  one.  The  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  relief 
in  this  suit  cannot,  however,  depend  upon  the  willingness  or  un- 
willingness of  the  Defendant  to  complete.  The  Plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  a  decree  for  specific  performance.  Further;  relief 
cannot  be  given  in  this  suit,  because  all  the  persons  interested  are 
not  here ;   and  the  Court  has  no  power  to  enforce  discovery. 

The  Court  cannot  give  a  good  title,  but  in  the  presence  of  all 
the  volunteers :  Toumend  v.  Toker  (4) ;  and  full  justice  cannot  be 
done  to  all  parties  interested,  except  on  a  bill  filed  by  the  Defen- 
dant Though  the  Defendant  took  a  transfer  of  the  mortgage,  he 
was  in  possession  of  the  estate  as  purchaser ;  and  the  only  question 
is,  whether  in  this  suit,  constituted  as  it  is,  the  Court  will,  at  the 
instance  of  the  settlor,  pronounce  a  decree  which  will  in  effect  vest 
in  the  Defendant  all  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement  ? 
The  question  cannot  be  determined  in  the  absence  of  the  persons 
interested  under  the  settlement :  Dahing  v.  Whimper  (5). 

[They  referred  to  Beton  on  Decrees  (6)  and  WtUaU  v.  BuAy  (7).] 

Mr.  Kardakey  in  reply: — 

The  purchaser  has  acquired  the  legal  estate  in  this  property  by 
the  effect  of  the  Staixde  of  lAmttaiionSy  for  he  has  been  in  possession 
for  twenty  years,  and  that  fact  distinguishes  this  case  £rom  all 
those  referred  to.    Further,  he  is  ready  and  willing  to  perform  his 

(1)  2  Mer.  123.  (4)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  446 

(2)  18  Ves.  85.  (5)  26  Beav.  568. 

(3)  T.  &  B.  231.  (6)  Vol  i.  p.  610. 

(7)  5  Beav.  193. 
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T.-0.  S.     oontract,  and  he  refuses  to  have  it  rescinded.    The  Ull  was  filed  in 

1871       1868,  and  the  Defendant  might  long  ago,  for  he  says  he  knew 

1^^      shortly  after  it  was  filed  of  the  existence  of  the  settlement,  Iui?e 

*•         filed  a  bill ;  bronghtall  the  eeduis  que  trust  before  theComt;  and 

—       asked  that  the  settlement  might  be  set  aside  as  against  him ;  but 

there  being  no  cross  biU,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  relief  upon  this 

bill.    He  is  willing  to  treat  the  Defendant  as  purchaser,  and  to 

giro  him  credit  for  erery  sum  of  money  properly  expended  for  the 

benefit  of  the  Flaintifi^s  wife  before  she  married  the  Defendant; 

and  for  that  of  the  children. 

[He  referred  to  Fry  on  Specific  Performance  (1)  and  Kdton  t. 
Kebon  (2).] 

Sir  John  Stuart,  V.C.  : — 

This  bill  prays  relief  in  the  alternative.  First,  it  prays  to  hare 
specific  performance  of  the  Defendant's  agreement  to  purchase. 
In  the  alternative  it  prays  to  have  the  agreement  for  purchase 
rescinded.  The  latter  alternative  being  positively  refused  by  the 
Defendant,  the  only  question  is  as  to  the  Plaintiff's  right  as  vendor 
to  enforce  the  performance  of  the  agreement.  The  objection  is, 
that  since  this  bill  was  filed  it  has  been  discovered  that  in  the  year 
1843  the  Plaintiff  had  executed  a  voluntary  settlement,  and  it  has 
been  argued  that,  as  it  has  been  decided  in  Smith  v.  Garland  (3)  that 
a  man  who  executes  a  voluntary  settlement  cannot  maintain  a  bill 
for  specific  performance  against  a  purchaser,  therefore  the  present 
Plaintiff  cannot  compel  the  Defendant  to  complete  his  purchase. 
But  the  decision  in  Smith  v.  Garland  applies  only  to  the  case  of  an 
unwilling  purchaser.  In  the  present  case  the  Defendant  says,  by 
his  answer,  that  he  is  a  willing  purchaser,  and  wishes  to  complete 
his  purchase  on  having  a  good  titie  shewn.  As  it  is  quite  clear 
that  he  can,  by  completing  the  purchase,  remove  all  objection  to 
the  titie  as  regards  the  voluntary  settlement,  and  no  other  objec- 
tion appears,  his  defence  on  that  ground  seems  of  no  value.  Bat 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  extraordinary,  and  the  more  care- 
fully they  are  examined  the  more  unjustifiable  does  the  Defen- 
dant's conduct  seem.    The  contract  to  purchase  was  made  in  Hay, 

(1)  Page  258.  (2)  9  Hare,  App.  Ixxxvi.  (3)  2  Her.  123. 


TOL.  XL]  BQUITT  OASES.  397 

1848.  In  September^  1848,  the  Defendant  entered  into  possession  Y.-0. 8. 
as  pnrchaser.  At  the  same  time  he  paid  off  a  mortgage^  subject  to  1871 
which  the  contract  for  sale  was  made.  He  took  a  conyeyanoe  of  pkeer 
the  legal  estate  from  the  mortgagee^  and  also  took  the  title-deeds,  Hia)LL8. 
which  are  now  in  his  possession.  AJl  this  was  done  in  the  year  — 
1848.  He  has  ever  since  been  in  possession — ^that  is,  for  more 
than  twenty  years — ^with  a  possession  undisturbed,  and  without 
any  notice  of  the  voluntary  settlement  During  his  possession  he 
has  made  payments  to  the  Plaintiff  on  account  of  the  purchase- 
money.  It  is  quite  clear  that  he  has  now  a  good  title  on  the  mere 
ground  of  his  undisturbed  possession  for  twenty  years  with  the 
legal  estate  and  the  title-deeds.  By  Ins  answer,  he  says  that  he 
insists  on  an  abstract  of  title  being  delivered  to  him  by  the  Plain- 
tiff. Till  the  bill  was  filed,  and  during  the  whole  of  his  twenty 
years'  possession,  he  never  asked  for  an  abstract.  His  demand  of 
an  abstract  now  is  made  ridiculous  by  his  offering  to  lend  the 
Plaintiff  the  title-deeds  in  order  to  have  the  abstract  made  and 
delivered.  On  the  whole  case,  the  conduct  of  the  Defendant  is 
mijustifiable.  There  must  be  a  decree  for  the  completion  of  the 
purchase.  It  must  be  prefaced  by  a  statement  that  the  Defendant 
has  refused  the  Plaintiffs  offer  at  the  hearing  to  have  the  agree- 
ment for  purchase  rescinded.  There  must  be  an  account  of  what 
remains  due  in  respect  of  the  purchase-money  and  interest,  after 
giving  credit  for  the  payments  already  made,  and  a  conveyance  to 
be  executed  by  the  Plaintiff  on  payment  of  what  shall  be  certified 
to  be  due.  The  Defendant  must  pay  the  Plaintiff's  costs  of  the 
suit 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  BhaAand  dt  San,  agents  for  Mr.  John  Peter, 
Junior,  CdUingUm,  Cornwall ;  Messrs.  JS.  W.  ChUds  &  Batteny  agents 
for  Mr.  Biehard  Peter,  LcMnceston,  Cornwall. 
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v.<j.  M.  LEATHEE  v.  SIMPSON. 

^^  Bill  (f  EoDchange^Faryed  BiU  <^  Lading — RepreaenUUionr^OuararUee  t^    , 

Jan,  26.  Qtnu\nean&. 

A  bill  of  exchange  drawn  upon  the  Plaintiff  by  his  correfipoodeDt  abfoid 
against  bill  of  lading,  was  sent  throngh  the  Defendants,  who  were  bankeni 
for  presentation  and  collection.  The  bank  presented  the  bill  to  the  Plaiatiff 
with  this  memorandum :  "  The  bank  holds  bill  of  lading  and  policy  i<x  251 
bales  of  cotton,  per  WiUvam  CwmmingBT  The  Plaintiff  accepted  .the  bill 
without  asking  to  see  the  bill  of  lading,  and  afterwards  retired  it  before  it  wu 
due,  paid  the  money  and  received  the  bill  of  lading,  which  proved  to  be  a 
forgery. 

Upon  bill  filed  against  the  bank  to  recover  back  the  money  so  paid  upoa 
the  bill  of  exchange : — 

Hdd^  that  the  memorandum  did  not  amount  to  a  guarantee  by  the  bsok 
that  the  so-called  bill  of  lading  was  genuine ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
no  equity  to  recover  back  the  money. 

X  HE  Plaintiffs,  Messrs.  Leather  d;  Marriott,  were  cottoa  broken 
at  Liverpool,  and  the  Plaintiff,  /.  N.  Beaoh,  was  a  merchant  at 
Liverpool;  the  Defendant  /.  K  Simpson  was  the  registered 
officer  of  the  Bank  of  Liverpool,  and  the  Defendant  /.  Chaptnan^ 
was  the  registered  officer  of  the  Union  Bank  of  London. 

In  August,  1870,  the  Bank  of  Liverpool  held,  as  agents  for  the 
Union  Bank  of  London,  two  bills  of  exchange,  one  for  £3925  9<.  3(2^, 
dated  the  23rd  of  May,  1870,  and  the  other  for  £4054  ISi.  ll» 
dated  the  25th  of  May,  1870,  both  being  payable  sixty  days  after 
sight.  The  bills  were  drawn  upon  J.  N.  Beach  by  Q.  Shule,  his 
correspondent  at  New  Orleans,  one  being  drawn  against  251  bales 
of  cotton  and  the  other  against  253  bales  of  cotton,  shipped  in  the 
WiUiam  Ou/mminffs. 

The  bills  were  presented  to  Beaeh  for  acceptance,  and  there  was 
attached  to  the  first  bill  the  following  memorandum :  **  The  Vnum 
Bank  of  London  holds  bill  of  lading  and  policy  for  251  bales  of 
cotton,  per  WiUiam  Cummings  ;**  and  to  the  other  bill  was  attached 
a  similar  memorandum  in  respect  of  the  253  bales  of  cotton. 

/.  N.  Beaeh  accepted  both  bills  of  exchange,  as  he  alleged,  in 
the  belief  that  the  Union  Bank  of  London  had  in  their  possession 
at  the  time  the  said  bills  of  lading,  and  that  the  statements  to  that 
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eifect  in  the  two  memoranda  were  true;  that  he  would  have     V.-C. M. 
refosed  to  accept  snch  bills  of  exchange  if  he  had  not  believed  that        1871 
at  the  time  of  their  being  so  presented  for  acceptance  the  Union     lbathbb 
Bank  had  valid  bills  of  lading  for  the  cotton,  and  that  the  pro-     sdipson 

ceeds  of  the  sale  of  such  cotton  would  be  applicable  to  the  pay-        

meut  of  the  bills  of  exchange.  J.  N.  Beach  did  not  see  the 
docmnents  referred  to  in  the  memorandum  when  he  accepted  the 
two  bills  of  exchange,  nor  did  he  demand  an  inspection  of  them. 

Before  the  bills  became  due,  /•  JV^  Beach,  with  the  assistance  of 
Xessrs.  Leather  &  Marriotty  retired  the  bills  of  exchange,  and  they 
paid  between  them  £7969  0$.  6(2.,  the  amount  of  the  bills,  less 
a  small  sum  for  rebate  of  interest,  and  thereupon  the  bills  of 
exchange  and  two  documents,  purporting  to  be  the  bills  of  lading 
of  the  251  bales  and  253  bales  of  cotton,  shipped  per  William 
OwmmingSy  were  delivered  up  to  the  Plaintiffs  by  the  Bank  of 
Liverpool, 

Upon  receiving  these  documents,  which  appeared  to  be  signed 
by  0.  E.  Miller,  as  master  of  the  ship  WiUiam  GumminffB,  the 
Plaintiffs  discovered  that  the  signature^ to  both  bills  of  lading 
had  been  forged.  The  Plaintiffs  were  therefore  unable  to  obtain 
delivery  of  the  cottou,  the  genuine  bills  of  lading  being  held  by 
other  persons.  The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  Defendants 
were  bound  in  equity  to  repay  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  said  sum  of 
i>7969  08.  6d. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  stated  that  the  two  bills  of 
exchange  were  accepted  by  J.  N.  Beach  without  any  condition  or 
qualification  whatever,  and  that  the  memoranda  were  attached 
to  such  bills  of  exchange  in  accordance  with  the  usual  custom  of 
the  Union  Bank  of  London  in  dealing  with  those  bills,  which  were 
called  document  bills.  It  was  further  stated  that  the  Union  Bank 
of  London  were  the  agents  in  this  country  of  Messrs.  Schuohardt 
A  Sons  of  New  York,  by  whom  the  two  bills  of  exchange  were 
received  for  value,  and  were  forwarded  to  them  for  presentation 
and  realisation. 

There  was  evidence  to  shew  that  Chute  was  in  the  habit  of  sending 
consignments  of  cotton  to  /.  N.  Beach,  and  of  drawing  bills  of 
exchange  upon  him  against  bills  of  lading,  and  also  that  a  letter 
was  received  by  /.  N.  Beach  from  Shute  on  the  23rd  of  May,  1870, 
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y.-0.  M.  intiiiiating  that  these  two  oonsigiuneiits  of  cotton  would  be  finr* 

1871  warded  to  him^  and  that  bills  of  exchange  would  be  drawn  by  8kuU 

jj^i^!^^  upon  /•  If.  Beach  in  the  usual  manner. 


SUPSON. 


Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.^  Mr.  BardstwU,  and  Mr.  /.  P.  Benjamin,  for 
the  Plaintiffs : — 

The  question  is^  what  is  the  effect  of  the  document  attached  by 
the  bank  to  the  bills  of  exchange  when  they  were  presented  for 
acceptance  ?  The  words  are,  **  the  bank  holds  bill  of  lading  and 
policy  for  251  bales  of  cotton,  per  WHHam  Oumminffs'*  The 
meaning  must  necessarily  be  that  the  bank  was  in  possession  of  a 
bill  of  lading  when^  in  fact,  there  was  no  bill  of  lading  in  ezisteace. 
That  is  the  representation  made  by  the  memorandum ;  it  is  a 
guarantee  of  the  genuineness  of  the  bills  of  lading,  and  that  le- 
presentation  turns  out  to  be  false.  Oompertz  y.  Bartlett  (1)  and 
PdhiU  V.  Walter  (2)  apply.  In  Qumey  v.  Womerdey  (3),  where 
the  facts  shewed  that  a  bill  was  taken  on  the  Mth  of  an  acoeplr 
ance  by  a  particular  firm  being  genuine,  it  was  held  that  tiie 
acceptance  was  the  essence  of  the  description ;  and  there  being  in 
fact  no  genuine  acceptance  by  that  firm,  there  was  a  total  failure 
of  consideration.  The  case  of  Thiedemann  y.  Qcldsehmidi  (4) 
might  be  considered  against  the  Plaintiffs'  claim ;  but  that  was 
decided  upon  the  authority  of  Bdbineon  y.  Beynolds  (5),  which, 
in  fact,  turned  upon  a  question  of  pleading,  and  the  decision  is  not 
of  general  application.  CoiUurier  y.  Hastie  (6)  is  in  our  &Tonr, 
since  it  was  held  that  the  contract  contemplated  that  there  was  an 
existing  something  to  be  sold  and  bought,  and  which  was  capable 
of  transfer ;  and  this  not  being  the  case  at  the  time  of  the  sale, 
no  liability  attached  to  the  purchaser.  De  Bid  y.  Thomson  (7), 
Hitchcock  y.  Oiddings  (8),  and  Slim  y.  Croucher  (9),  also  support 
our  yiew ;  and  in  WHJcineon  y.  Johnson  (10),  the  Plaintiff  was  held 
entitled  to  recoyer  back  the  money  he  had  paid  on  a  forged 
bill  of  exchange  upon  disooyering  at  once  the  mistake,  and  giving 
immediate  notice  of  dishonour,  to  he  forwarded  by  the  same  post. 

(1)  2  E.  &  B.  849.  (6)  5  H.  L.  a  673. 

(2)  3  B.  &  Ad.  114.  (7)  3  Beav.  469. 

(3)  4  E.  &  B.  133.  (8)  4  Price,  135. 

(4)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  4.  (9)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  518. 

(5)  2  Q.  B.  196.  (10)  3  B.  &  a  428. 
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And  it  is  of  do  consequence  whether  the  bank  knew  of  the  fraud  Y.-a  H. 

or  not ;  they  may  be  perfectly  innocent  in  the  transaction ;  it  is  1871 

sufficient  that  the  Plaintiff  Beach  was*  led  to  accept  the  bill  upon  lb][^^ 

the  fjMth  of  a  representation  which  turned  out  to  be  false.  SmwoH 

Then,  with  regard  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court    It  is  esta-  — - 
blished  by  Bamshire  v.  Bolton  (1)  that  this  Court  has  concurrent 
jurisdiction  with  the  Courts  of  Common  Law  in  such  cases  as  these ; 
and  this  doctrine  was  fully  upheld  by  Yioe-Chancellor  Stwurt  in 
Wa  y.  Lam  (2). 

Mr.  Pollock,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Jackson,  for  the 
Defendants : — 

It  is  entirely  a  mistake  to  say  that  this  memorandum  attached 
to  the  bill  of  exchange  was  a  guarantee  or  a  representation  that 
the  bank  was  the  holder  of  a  genuine  bill  of  exchange.  The  bill 
was  receiyed  by  the  Union  Ba/nk  with  the  bill  of  lading,  as  agents 
for  a  New  York  firm  of  bankers.  In  the  usual  course  of  business 
the  Union  Bank  forwarded  the  bill  to  Liverpool  for  presentation 
and  collection^  and,  according  to  their  usual  custom  with  all 
documented  bills,  the  printed  form  of  memorandum  was  attached, 
indicating  that  a  document  purporting  to  be  a  bill  of  exchange 
was  in  their  possession.  It  was  for  the  acceptor,  if  .he  thought 
proper,  to  call  for  the  production  of  the  bill,  which  he  might  have 
seen,  and  would,  no  doubt,  have  inspected,  if  he  had  entertained 
the  least  suspicion  of  its  genuineness.  He  was,  hX)weyer,  expect- 
ing the  presentation  of  such  a  bill  in  pursuance  of  the  letter 
of  his  correspondent,  the  drawer  of  the  bill,  who  had  adyised 
him  of  the  transaction,  and  the  shipment  of  the  cotton.  It 
was  probably  owing  to  this  expectation  that  no  question  was 
raised  by  Mr.  Beach  on  the  subject  of  the  bill  of  lading.  It 
was  upon  the  faith  of  his  own  coirespondent's  communication 
that  he  accepted  the  bill,  and  the  memorandum  by  the  bank 
was  a  mere  intimation  to  him  that  the  expected  bill  of  lading 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  bank.  But,  in  fact,  if  the  bill  of  lading 
had  been  inspected  by  Mr.  Beach,  it  would  haye  been  impos- 
sible for  him  to  haye  discoyered  the  forgery  of  the  name  of  the 
captain  of  t];ie  ship,  which  must  haye  been  alike  unknown  both  to 

(1)  Law  R3p.  8  Eq.  294.     /  (2)  Law  Eep.  11  Eq.  216. 
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y.^.  M.     the  bank  and  to  Beach.    The  PlamtiGT  Beach,  moreoyer,  received 
1871        the  bill  of  lading  upon  payment  of  the  bill  of  exchange^  and  eren 

Lk][^^  then  he  did  not  discover  the  forgery ;  consequently  he  is  in  the 
same  position  as  if  he  had  been  shewn  the  bill  of  lading  at  the 
time  the  bill  was  accepted,  and  this  brings  the  case  within  the 
authority  of  Thiedemann  v.  OoldschmicU  (1)  and  Bdbinson  t. 
Reyndds  (2).  The  former  case  is  in  all  respects  similar  to  this, 
except  that  the  bill  of  lading  was  presented  with  the  bill  of  ex* 
chauge;  there  the  money  was  not  paid,  but  the  suit  was  instituted 
for  delivery  up  of  the  bill  of  exchange.  The  Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart,  before  whom  the  case  was  first  heard,  granted  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  bank  from  taking  proceedings  at  law  against  the 
Plaintiff,  but  this  decision  was  reversed  on  appeal  BdbvMoni. 
Beynolds  was  a  decision  to  the  same  effect,  and  was  not  a  mere 
decision  upon  a  point  of  pleading.  If  the  production  of  a  bill 
of  lading  does  not  create  a  liability,  such  a  memorandum  as  this 
cannot  do  so. 

Suppose  this  had  not  been  the  case  of  a  covered  or  documented 
bill,  but  a  simple  bill  of  exchange,  accepted  in  the  usual  manner, 
in  such  a  case  the  acceptor  would  have  no  remedy  against  the 
holder.  By  acceptance,  the  drawee  admits  the  signature  and 
capacity  of  the  drawer,  and  cannot,  after  thus  giving  the  bill 
currency,  be  admitted  to  prove  that  the  drawer's  signature  was 
forged.  This  is  laid  down  in  Byles  on  Bills  (3).  It  was  decided 
in  Ashpitel  v.  Bryan  (4)  that  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  cannot  be 
admitted  to  deny  the  handwriting  of  the  drawer ;  and  in  Sandemm 
V.  CcUman  (5)  it  was  laid  down  that  the  drawee,  after  accepting  a 
bill,  and  thereby  giving  an  apparent  validity  to  it,  has  no  right  to 
set  up  as  a  defence  to  an  action  against  him  as  acceptor  that  the 
name  of  the  drawer  was  forged,  or  any  other  matter  invalidating 
the  bill.  When  the  bank  presented  the  bill  for  acceptance,  they 
could  not  be  in  a  worse  position,  because  they  were  holders  of  a 
bill  of  lading  which  they  had  taken  to  cover  the  bill,  than  if  thej 
had  had  no  such  bill  of  lading. 
In  this  case  the  equities  are  equal,  but  the  Defendants  have  this 

(1)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  4.  (S)  Sth  Ed.  pp.  177, 192. 

(2)  2  Q.  B.  196.  (4)  8  B.  &  S.  474. 

(5)  4  Man.  &  G.  209. 
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ftdvantage^  that  they  are  right  in  law^  and  that  the  bills  were  not  V.-Cl  M. 
only  accepted^  but  the  money  actually  paid  before  the  forgery  was       I87i 

discovered.     They  hare,  therefore,  brought  themselres  within  the  lbathb& 

rule— Qwf  prior  est  tempore^  potior  est  jure.  Simmon 

Mr.  CottoUy  in  reply. 

Sib  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  is  one  which  in  a  remarkable  manner  illustrates  the 
perils  of  commercial  life.  It  is  one  of  perfect  good  faith  on  both 
sides ;  and  the  question  is,  which  of  two  innocent  parties  is  to  suffer 
by  the  fraud  which  has  been  committed  by  issuing  forged  bills  of 
lading? 

The  claim  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  is  rested  upon  this, 
that  the  Plaintiff  Beach  accepted  the  bills  on  the  faith  of  the 
representation  made  by  the  Union  Bank  of  London,  contained  in 
the  notes  attached  to  the  bills :  '^  The  Union  Bank  of  London 
holds  bill  of  lading  and  policy  for  251  bales  of  cotton,  per  William 
CummingB**    It  is  urged  that  that  is  a  representation  by  the  bank 
that  they  hold  a  genuine  bill  of  lading,  and  therefore  that  the 
person  who  is  called  upon  to  accept  the  bill  will  have  the  security 
of  a  document  which  will  insure  to  him  the  delivery  of  251  bales 
of  cotton.     Against  that,  it  is  said,  there  is  no  representation  of 
genuineness;  there  is  no  guarantee.  The  bank  do  not  undertake  to 
say  whether  the  bill  of  lading  is  good  or  not ;  they  only  say,  "  We 
have  a  bill  of  lading/'  the  fair  meaning  of  which  may  possibly  be, 
"We  have  a  document  which  on  the  face  of  it  is  a  bill  of  lading/' 
Nothing  had  occurred  to  excite  their  suspicion ;  they  believed  it  to 
be  a  bill  of  lading,  and  they  therefore  called  it  so.    Then  does  this 
amount  to  a  representation  that  it  was  a  genuine  bill  of  lading? 
The  question  that  arises  is,  whether,  by  this  representation,  the  posi- 
tion of  the  Plaintiffs  has  been  in  any  way  altered.  Suppose  the  bill 
of  lading  had  been  forwarded  with  the  bill  of  exchange,  which  is 
the  usual  course  of  business.  It  is  perfectly  clear,  I  apprehend,  that 
the  Plaintiff  Beach  would  not  have  accepted  this  bill  without  the 
bill  of  lading  accompanying  it,  if  it  had  been  in  the  hands  of  parties 
unknown  to  him,  and  who  were  not  so  responsible  as  he  knew  the 
Union  Bank  to  be.  The  representation  of  the  Union  Bank  that  they 
Vol.  XL  2H  2 
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y.-a  M.     had  the  bill  of  lading  was  a  sufficient  assuianoe  to  the  Plaintiff 

1871        Beaeh  that  that  bill  of  lading  would  be  forthcoming  in  proper  time. 

Lbatbxb     He  therefore  gives  credence  to  their  representation,  and  acts  upon 

Sutpscnr      ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^ '  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  make  the  case  different  firom  what  it 

would  have  been  if  the  bill  of  lading  had  actually  been  forwarded  ? 

I  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  puts  the  Plaintiffs  in  a 
different  situation  from  that  in  which  they  would  have  been  if  the 
bill  of  lading  had  accompanied  the  bill  of  exchange.    If  it  had  so 
accompanied  the  bill  of  exchange,  would  Beaeh  have  accepted 
it?    The  best  proof  that  he  would  is  this,  that  on  the  2Qd  of 
August,  when  the  Plaintiffs  are  desirous  of  having  the  oottoo, 
the  bill  of  lading  is  put  into  their  hands ;  they  pay  the  money  on 
the  faith  of  it ;  they  take  the  bill  of  exchange  and  the  bill  of  lading 
in  the  perfect  belief  that  it  is  a  genuine  document,  make  no  inquiry 
with  regard  to  it,  take  it  to  the  captain  of  the  ship,  and  then,  for 
the  first  time,  discover  that  they  have  been  imposed  upon,  as  all 
parties  engaged  in  the  transaction  had  been.    Was  there,  then,  a 
guarantee  by  the  Union  Bank?    It  would  be  a  very  dangerons 
thing  for  a  bank  if,  where  they  say  they  have  a  document  of  that 
kind,  they  were  to  be  held  to  guarantee  its  genuineness.    My 
opinion  is,  they  do  nothing  of  the  kind.     I  think  the  Plaintiff 
Beach,  if  the  matter  had  been  the  subject  of  the  slightest  degree 
of  suspicion,  ought  to  have  required  to  see  the  bills  of  lading 
before  he  accepted  the  two  bills  of  exchange,  in  order  to  test  the 
signature,  and  see  that  they  were  perfectly  safe.    That  is  the 
course  which  he  might  have  taken,  but  did  not.    In  my  opinion, 
the  Plaintiffs  are  precisely  in  the  same  position  as  they  wonld 
have  been  if  the  bills  of  lading  had  been  produced  before  the 
bills  of  exchange  were  accepted,  and  they  are  therefore  in  the 
same  situation  as  if  this  bill  of  exchange  had  had  annexed  to 
it  the  bill  of  lading,  and  had  then  been  accepted  in  the  belief 
that  the  bill  of  lading  was  a  genuine  document.  It  certainly 
is  of  the  highest  importance  to  the  commercial  interests  of  this 
country  that  discredit  should  never  be  thrown  upon  a  bill  of  ex* 
change  if  it  be  possible  to  avoid  it.    No  doubt  there  are  in  this 
Clourt  instances,  not  so  much  of  commercial  bills  as  bills  of  ex- 
change, which  young  men  are  in  the  habit  of  accepting,  upon 
which  this  Court  will  always  stay  an  action  where  a  proper  case  is 
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made  for  doing  so,  but  it  mast  be  a  very  peculiar  case.    What  v  -c.  M. 
would  have  been  the  position  of  the  parties  if  they  had  dis-       isri 

coyered  this  fraud  (as  they  did  on  the  2nd  of  August)  before  leItheb 

ihey  wanted  the  cotton  ?    They  would  have  said  this :  "  Beach  was  «   *• 

^  •'  Simpson. 

induced  to  accept  the  bill  of  exchange  by  fraud ;  it  is  not  binding."       

And  if  they  are  entitled  to  recover  the  money  back^  as  they  now 
seek  in  this  suit  to  do,  it  is  perfectly  clear  they  would,  before  they 
paid  the  money,  have  been  entitled  to  get  the  bill  of  exchange 
itself  back.  But  that  is  a  point  which  is  absolutely  settled  by  the 
case  of  Thiedemarm  v.  Ooldschmidi  (1).  I  am  not  able  to  see  that 
there  is  a  shadow  of  difference  between  Thiedemann  v.  Gdtdschmidt 
imd  the  present  case,  except  this^  that  here  the  money  was  actually 
paid  before  maturity,  on  a  rebate  of  interest,  and  there  the  bill 
remained  out.  In  Thiedem<Mm  v.  Ooldschmidt,  Yice-Chancellor 
Stuart  ordered  the  bill  of  exchange  to  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled.  The  case  afterwards  came  before  the  full  Court  of 
Appeal,  consisting  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  Campbell,  Lord  Justice 
Knight  Bruce,  and  Lord  Justice  Twner,  who  held  that  there  was 
no  equity  for  the  delivery  up  of  the  bill. 

That  is  precisely  the  position  that  the  present  parties  would 
have  been  in  if  they  had  filed  a  bill  to  have  the  acceptances  de- 
li?ered  up.  If  in  that  case,  therefore,  there  was  no  equity  to  have 
the  bill  delivered  up,  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  a  decision  that  in  this 
case  the  PlaintifGs  have  no  equity  to  have  the  money  back.  With 
regard  to  the  case  of  Bobinson  v.  Beynolda  (2),  that  was  said  to 
turn  very  much  on  the  question  of  pleading ;  but  I  am  not  able  to 
look  upon  it  in  the  same  way.  It  is  a  precisely  similar  case.  Lord 
Ddmnofi's  judgment,  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
is  perfectly  distinct.  Lord  Denrnan  says :  "  The  plea  does  not  shew 
that  the  Flaintifis" — that  is,  the  holder  of  the  bill,  the  person 
who  obtained  the  acceptance  on  the  belief  of  the  genuineness  of  the 
hill  of  lading — ^^made  any  representation  which  they  knew  to  be 
false,  nor  that  they  warranted  the  bill  of  lading  to  be  genuine,  nor 
does  it  disclose  that  the  Defendants  accepted  the  bill  of  exchange 
on  which  the  action  is  brought  upon  the  faith  of  any  assertion  by 
the  Plaintiffs,  £Eirther  than  their  indorsement  upon  it,  that  the  bill 
of  lading,  which  turned  out  to  be  forged,  was  genuine.    On  the 

(1)  1  Giff.  142.  (2)  2  Q.  B.  196,  202. 

2H2  2 
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y.^.  M.     contrary,  it  appears  by  the  other  ayerments  in  the  plea,  that  the 

1871       drawer  of  the  bill  was  the  correspondent  of  the  Defendants,  and 

LeItheb     ^^^^  ^^  ^^  npon  his  authentication  of  the  bill  of  lading,  as  referring 

to  goods  which  he  professed  to  have  consigned  to  them,  that  they 

acted." 

Now,  I  think  the  observations  there  are  very  applicable  to  the 
present  case.  8hute  was  the  correspondent  of  the  Plaintiff  JBeoeft 
at  Liverpool,  He  informed  him  by  letter  that  he  was  going  to 
send  the  cotton  by  the  William  Cwnmings.  It  arrives  by  that 
ship,  and  it  was  the  usual  course  of  dealing  with  the  Plaintiff 
Beach  that  whenever  he  accepted  these  bills  drawn  by  Skuie  he 
had  the  bill  of  lading.  Therefore  he  expected  that  there  would 
be  a  bill  of  lading  coming  from  his  own  correspondent  Shuie,  And 
so  far  from  the  Union  Bank  misleading  Beachf  I  am  of  opinion 
that  Beach  could  only  have  understood  it  in  one  way — ^that  8hvU 
had  transmitted  a  bill  of  lading,  and  the  bank  had  that  bill  of 
lading,  which  would  be  forwarded  for  inspection  if  required.  If  the 
bill  was  accepted,  then  the  bill  of  lading  would  be  handed  over 
when  the  bill  arrived  at  maturity,  and  when  the  acceptor  was 
called  on  to  pay  it.  Therefore,  I  think,  to  say  that  there  was  any 
misleading  by  the  Union  Bank  is  attempting  to  carry  the  case  far 
beyond  anything  that  the  facts  warrant. 

As  to  the  general  law  of  misrepresentation,  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  go  into  it  in  this  case,  because  the  law  is  perfectly 
clear,  that  if  the  Court  was  warranted  in  treating  this  as  a  repre- 
sentation by  the  Union  Bank  of  London  as  if  they  had  said,  ^*  We 
hold  the  bill  of  lading,  which  is  a  genuine  bill  of  lading,  or  which 
we  guarantee  to  be  a  genuine  bill  of  lading  " — then  if  they  had  so 
undertaken,  and  it  turned  out  to  Jbe  a  bad  bill  of  lading,  it  would 
have  been  money  obtained  on  a  representation  which  was  untrue; 
and  the  rules  of  this  Court  are  settled,  that  when  a  representation 
in  a  matter  of  business  is  made  by  one  man  to  another  calculated 
to  induce  him  to  adapt  his  conduct  to  it,  it  is  perfectly  immaterial 
whether  the  representation  is  made  knowing  it  to  be  untrue,  or 
whether  it  is  made  believing  it  to  be  true,  if,  in  fact,  it  was  untrue ; 
because  every  man  making  a  representation  inducing  another 
to  act  on  the  faith  of  that  representation  must  make  it  good  if  he 
takes  upon  himself  to  represent  that  which  he  does  not  know  to  be 
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trae,  and  he  is  equally  bound  if  he  made  it  without  knowing  it  to  V.-C.  M. 
be  untrue.  Therefore,  if  the  memorandum  relied  upon  had  1871 
amounted  to  a  representation  that  the  document  was  genuine  or  a  lea^ieb 
guarantee,  the  consequence  would  be  plain  that  the  Plaintiffs  must 
haye  been  indemnified  by  the  Union  Bank  of  London^  and  the 
money  they  have  received  must  hare  been  returned,  because  it 
was  obtained  upon  a  representation  which  turns  out  to  be  xmtrue. 
If  there  be  a  distinction  between  this  case  and  the  cases  of 
ThieieTnann  v.  Ooldsehmidt  (1)  and  Robinson  t.  Reynolds  (2),  I 
confess  it  appears  to  me  to  be  rather  more  unfayourable  to  the 
Plaintifb,  because  in  Thiedemann  y.  Qoldsohmidt  the  money  had 
not  been  paid,  whereas  here  they  elected  to  pay  the  money  on  a 
rebate  of  interest  before  the  bill  becamb  due,  which  precludes  them 
from  saying  that  it  had  not  arrived  at  maturity.  The  Plaintiff 
Beach  trusted  to  his  own  correspondent  8hute,  that  he  would  not 
transmit  anything  but  a  genuine  bill  of  lading.  The  equities 
between  these  parties  are  equal ;  the  parties  are  equally  innocent 
in  the  transaction ;  they  have  all  been  imposed  upon ;  but  there  is 
this  difference,  that  one  of  them,  by  the  course  of  the  transaction, 
has  been  in  possession  of  the  money,  and  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  any 
ground  upon  which  I  can  be  justified  in  making  a  decree  that  that 
money  should  be  restored.  I  can  see  no  distinction  between  a  bill 
filed  to  have  the  acceptance  delivered  up  before  it  has  arrived  at 
maturity,  and  a  bill  filed  to  have  the  money  restored  after  the  bill 
has  arrived  at  maturity,  or  has  been  treated  as  having  arrived  at 
maturity,  and  the  amount  of  it  paid. 

Upon  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bill  fails,  and  must 
be  dismissed. 

Upon  the  Court  being  pressed  to  give  costs,  the  Vice-Chau- 
cellor  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs,  but  refused  to  allow  interest 
upon  the  money  which  had  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  Bank  of 
Liverpool  since  the  injunction  was  granted. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Chester  d;  Urquhaai. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Lyne  &  Hblman. 

(1)  1  D.  F,  &  J.  4.  (2)  2  Q.  B.  196. 
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v.-a  M.  In  re  WIDDOWS  TRUSTS. 

1871 

v,^y^         Faymeni  out  if  Court — Pruumption  of  heing  past  Child-hearing — Widow  aged 

Feb.  17.  Fi/ty'five  Years  and  Four  Months — Spinster  aged  Fi/ty-^uree  Years  fxsd 

■"""  Nine  Monihs, 

Money  ordered  to  be  paid  oat  of  Court  on  the  presumption  that  a  vidov 
aged  fifty-five  years  and  four  months,  who  had  never  had  any  children,  vA 
a  spinster  aged  fifty-three  years  and  nine  months,  would  not  have  any 
children. 

IHIS  was  a  Petition  by  Scurah  Willan,eL  widow,  and  Mary  Am 
Honum  Widdows,  a  spinster,  for  payment  oat  to  them  of  two  soms 
of  £829  10a.  each,  which  had  been  paid  into  Court. 

The  Petitioners  were  two  of  the  children  of  ThomoB  Widiowif 
and  the  money  in  question  represented  two  residuary  shares  in  his 
estate,  to  one  of  which  each  of  them  was  entitled  under  his  will 
absolutely  in  case  she  had  no  children ;  but  in  case  of  haying  any 
child  or  children,  only  for  her  life,  with  a  power  of  appointment  in 
favour  of  such  child  or  children. 

Sarah  WiUan  was  bom  on  the  8th  of  October,  1815,  and  was 
consequently  aged  about  fifty-five  years  and  four  months,  and  had 
never  had  any  children.  Mary  Ann  Haman  Widdows  was  bom  on 
the  2nd  of  June,  1817,  and  was  consequently  aged  nearly  fifty-three 
years  and  nine  months. 

The  Petition  asked  to  have  the  money  paid  out  on  the  assomp- 
tion  that  the  Petitioners  would  not  now  have  any  children. 

Mr.  Bristowey  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Bradford,  in  support  of  the 
Petition : — 

The  Court  will  act  upon  the  presumption  that  neither  of  these 
ladies  will  have  any  children.  Most  of  the  authorities  on  the 
subject  are  collected  in  the  note  to  EdA/xx^rds  v.  Tuck  (I),  and 
several  of  them  allowed  the  presumption  to  arise  at  an  earlier  age 
than  that  of  Mrs.  WiUan.  But,  besides  those  cases,  there  is  a 
decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersleyj  in  Forty  v.  IZeay,  referred 
to  in  Dart  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers  (2),  in  which  he  allowed 

(1)  23  Beav.  272.  (2)  4th  Ed.  vol,  L  p.  820. 
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the  presumption  in  the  case  of  a  hkdy  aged  fifty-three^  which  would     V.-O.  M. 
cover  the  case  of  Miss  Widdows.  I87i 


Mr.  O.  Sangster  Chreethy  for  the  trustees.  Widdow's 


Tbubts. 


Sir  R  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

As  Yice-ChanceUor  Kinderdey  has  allowed  the  presumption  in 
the  case  of  a  lady  aged  fifty-three^  I  suppose  I  may  do  so  also. 
The  order  will,  therefore,  be  as  prayed. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Bailey ^  Shaw,  &  Smith. 


410  EQUITT  OASES.  [L.  B. 


v.C. B.       GALLIEBS  «.  METROPOLITAN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

1871 

v^yw  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845,  ».  78 — Purchase-Tnoney  paid  into  Court — Petition 

Jan.  28.  by  Claimant — Jurisdiction. 

Lands  having  been  taken  by  a  railway  company,  the  value  awarded, 
abstract  famished,  and  no  objections  raised,  the  company  took  possessioD, 
but  did  not  pay  the  money  until  bill  filed  by  the  vendors,  who  obtained  a 
decree  ordering  payment  on  a  certain  day  of  the  sum  awarded,  interest  from 
the  date  of  taking  possession,  and  costs.  Immediately  before  the  day  on 
which  payment  was  to  be  made,  the  company,  alleging  that  the  abstract 
shewed  a  title  to  a  moiety  only  of  the  lands,  gave  notice  of  their  intention  to 
pay  the  money  into  Court ;  and  they  did  pay  into  Court  the  sum  awarded 
to  an  account  entitled  '*  Ex  parte  the  compauy.  The  account  of  the  vendors.'^ 
They  afterwards  paid  to  the  vendors  a  sum  (alleged  to  be  insufficient)  as  for 
interest. 

Upon  Petition  presented  by  the  vendors,  in  the  suit^  and  in  the  matter  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845 : — 

Held,  that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction,  under  the  78th  section,  to  order  the 
money  to  be  paid  over  to  the  Petitioners. 

Petition. 

On  the  4tli  of  December,  1865,  the  secretary  of  the  Defendants, 
the  Metropolitan  Bailway  Company^  gave  to  the  Plaintiffs,  Oeorge 
OaUiers  the  younger  and  Eerhert  Yeomans,  as  trustees  of  the 
marriage  settlement  of  James  Norman  and  Mary  Ann^  his  wifer 
notice  to  treat  for  some  house  property  in  the  city  of  London, 
The  Plaintiffs  furnished  particulars;  and  the  price  not  being 
agreed  upon,  arbitrators  and  an  umpire  were  appointed.  On  the 
22nd  of  November,  1866,  the  value  was  awarded  by  the  umpire 
at  £5100.  In  December,  1866,  an  abstract  was  delivered,  but  bo 
objections  were  taken  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  who  took 
possession  on  the  25th  of  December,  1866. 

After  several  fruitless  applications,  the  Plaintiffs'  conntry  sohcitor, 
in  July,  1869,  pressed  for  completion  of  the  purchase.  On  theSid 
of  August,  the  Defendants'  solicitors  suggested  an  arrangement 
for  the  continuance  of  the  purchase-money  on  the  security  of  the 
property.  To  this  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  objected,  stating  that 
the  trustees  were  most  anxious  to  get  rid  of  their  trust,  and 
were  determined  to  do  so.  Failing,  however,  to  obtain  their 
object^  the  Plaintiffs,  on  the  10th  of  November,  1869,  filed  a  bill 
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agaiimt  the  company^  stating  as  aboye,  alleging  that  the  De-     y.-G.  B. 
fendants  had  long  since  accepted  the  title,  and  praying  that  the        i87i 
Defendants  might  be  ordered  to  complete,  and  to  pay  the  £5100,    galliebs 
with  interest  and  costs.  Mmo- 

On  the  15th  of  January,  1870,  the  Defendants  answered,  ad-      poutak 

mitting  the  above  statements,  and  that  they  had  made  no  objection        

to  the  title,  bat  stating  that  they  had  not  examined  or  investi- 
gated the  title,  and  submitting  whether  they  had  accepted  it. 
They  admitted  that  they  had  not  completed  the  purchase,  but 
said  that  they  had  not  refused  or  declined,  and  did  not  refuse 
or  decline  to  complete  the  purchase. 

On  the  28th  of  January  the  bill  was  amended,  and,  as  amended, 
prayed  in  addition  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  be  declared  entitled  to 
a  hen  for  the  principal,  interest,  and  costs ;  in  default  of  payment, 
for  a  sale;  in  the  meantime  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Defendants  from  using  or  continuing  to  remain  in  possession  of 
the  premises ;  and  for  a  receiver. 

On  the  7th  of  May,  1870,  upon  motion  for  decree,  an  orderwas 
made  that  the  Defendants  were  bound  specifically  to  perform  the 
agreement  and  award ;  and  it  appearing  that  the  Defendants  had 
accepted  the  title,  and  had  been  in  possession  since  the  25th  of 
December,  1866,  that  the  Defendants  should,  on  or  before  the  24th 
of  June  then  next,  pay  the  £5100,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent.,  from 
the  25th  of  December,  1866,  and  costs  of  the  arbitration  and  suit, 
with  consequential  directions.  The  Plaintiffs  were  declared  entitled 
to  a  lien ;  and  it  was  ordered,  in  the  event  of  the  sum  not  being  paid, 
that  the  Plaintiffs  be  at  liberty  to  apply  for  a  sale,  injunction,  and 
receiver. 

On  the  23rd  of  June,  1870,  the  Plaintiffs'  country  solicitor 
received  the  following  telegram  from  the  Defendants'  solicitors : — 

^  We  are  advised  title  extends  only  to  half  the  property ;  expla- 
nation may  be  possible ;  money,  however,  is  ready,  and,  pursuant 
to  decree,  must  to-morrow  be  paid  into  Court,  unless  you  write  us 
to-day  that  you  will  complete  title,  and  receive  the  money." 

On  the  same  day  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  replied:  ''My  clients 
decline  to  interfere  with  the  decree,  and  the  money  must  be  paid." 

On.  the  24th  of  June  the  Defendants'  solicitors  paid  £5100 
into  Court,  to  the  credit  of  an  account  entitled  "  Ex  pa/rie  Metro- 
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Y.O.B.     pclUan  BaSway  Company,  The  acconnt  of  Oecrge  ChdUen  tke 

1871        younger  and  Herbert  Teomans,  trustees  of  James  Nomum  and 

Galldsbs     Mary  Ann,  his  wife,  in  respect  of  premises  in  Bed  Cross  Street  and 

MnBo-     ^^  Chambers  Passage,  in  the  parish  of  St.  GHes-wUhout-Orifph' 

r^w^tCo  ^^^^  in  the  city  of  ZotiAw." 

On  the  13th  of  July,  1870,  Defendants*  solicitors  sent  to  the 

Plainti£&'  solicitor  a  cheque  for  £463  15s.  Id,  as  interest,  which 
sum  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  alleged  to  be  in8u£Gicient,  claiming 
£489  lis.  Id.  on  that  account. 

On  the  15th  of  July  the  Defendants'  solicitors  wrote  to  say  they 
declined  assenting  to  the  money  being  paid  out  until  a  good  title 
was  shewn ;  and  afterwards,  for  the  first  time,  sent  in  requisitioDS 
for  title,  which  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  declined  to  answer. 

Plaintiffs  then  presented  this  Petition  in  the  suit»  in  the  matter 
of  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of  which  they  were  trustees,  and  in 
the  matter  of  the  Lands  Cla/uses  Consolidation  Aetj  1845,  and  the 
Metropolitan  BaUtvay  Act,  1854,  stating  the  above  facts,  and  praying 
that  the  £5100  might  be  paid  out  to  them,  and  that  the  Defen- 
dants might  be  ordered  to  pay  them  the  balance  of  interest,  and 
the  costs  of  and  incidental  to  the  present  application. 

Mr.  AmpUett,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  EaiUett,  for  the  Petitioners,  cited 
BumeU  v.  Brotm  (1). 

Mr.  Bristowe,  Q.C.,  for  the  company : — 

According  to  the  abstract,  only  one  half  of  the  estate  belongs  to 
the  trustees.  We  cannot  dispute  the  decree,  but  if  the  Petitioners 
had  applied  for  an  injunction,  we  then  could  have  applied  for  a 
re-hearing,  and  there  might  have  been  a  reference  as  to  title. 

Proceeding  as  they  have  done,  the  Petitioners  are  not  entitled 
to  the  money  untiT  they  tender  us  a  conveyance.  They  cannot, 
in  fact,  give  us  a  conveyance. 

As  to  the  moiety,  the  Petitioners  have  since  the  decree  accepted 
£463  15a.  Id.  on  account  of  interest ;  the  only  difference  between 
the  parties  being  a  sum  of  £25  odd. 

It  is  only  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  that  the  Petitioners  can 
get  the  money  out.  .  In  order  to  do  that  they  must  abandon  the 
decree ;  and  this  is  a  strong  case  for  having  the  cause  re-heard. 

(1)  IJac. & W.  168. 
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Sir  James  Bacon,  V.O.  : —  V.-c.  b. 

It  is  perfectly  plain  that  the  decree  establishes  the  Petitioners'       ^®7i 


rights,  and  nothing  is  required  to  be  done  but  to  put  the  decree    Gallihbs 
in  execution  in  order  that  the  Petitioners  may  obtain  their  rights.       Mstbo- 
The  Petitioners  now  ask  for  payment  to  them  of  a  sum  of  r^J^^qq 

money  which  has  been  paid  into  Court.    But  there  is  no  necessary        

identity  between  the  sum  so  paid  in,  and  the  sum  to  which  the 
Petitioners  are  entitled  under  their  decree.  The  company,  by 
wrong,  as  it  seems  to  me,  have  chosen  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  into 
Court,  under  the  Lands  GUmses  Aety  to  an  account  entitled  ^'  Ex 
parte  the  Company,  The  account  of  the  vendors "  [His  Honour 
read  the  words : — '].  They  had  no  right  to  pay  that  money  in,  but  if 
the  Petitioners  come  here,  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Ad,  to  have  it 
paid  out,  they  must  fulfil  the  conditions  of  the  whole  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament.  Plain  as  the  justice  of  the  case  is,  frivolous  and  dis- 
honest as  the  opposition  on  the  part  of  the  company  is,  with  every 
disposition  to  do  justice  to  the  Petitioners,  I  can  mahe  no  order, 
unless  I  am  satisfied  of  my  power  to  do  so  under  the  statute. 

Mr.  Amphlett,  in  reply : — 

The  Court  is  empowered  to  order  the  money  to  be  paid  to  us 
under  the  78th  section.  The  company  allege  that  we  have  ^  ne- 
glected or  failed  ^'  (sect.  76)  to  make  out  a  title,  and  have  paid  in 
on  that  assumption.  We  shew  that  they  were  wrong,  and  have 
satisfied  the  Court  that  we  have  a  title. 

In  reply  to  a  question  from  the  Court, 

Mr.  Brtstowe  said  he  could  not  dispute  that  the  payment  into 
Court  was  a  payment  in  respect  of  the  purchase-money. 

The  Yice-Chaxoellob  : — ^My  doubts  are  removed,  and  I  make 
the  order. 

The  order  will  be  for  payment  of  the  £5100,  and  costs,  to  the 
Petitioners  as  prayed. 

Solicitor  for  the  Petitioners :  Mr.  B.  Hunt,  agent  for  Mr.  James 
Jay,  Hereford. 
Solicitors  for  the  Company :  Messrs.  BurcheUs. 
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Jan,  31. 


v.-c.  B.  HALL  V.  HABGBEAVES. 

5871  HAEGREAVES  v.  HALL. 

Practice — Evidence— Cross  Suit-^BeplicoHon — Motion  for  Decree. 

On  the  day  on  whicli  the  evideDce  was  closed  in  a  suit  in  which  Beplica- 
lion  had  been  filed,  the  Plaintiffs,  in  a  cross  suit^  served  notice  of  motion  br 
decree  in  their  suit. 

A  month's  time  was  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  original  suit  for 
putting  in  his  evidence  upon  the  motion  for  decree^  and  the  Plaintiffs  in  tbe- 
cross  suit  subsequently  filed  a  large  mass  of  affidavits  in  reply.  On  motioa 
by  Plaintiff  in  the  original  suit  to  suppress  this  evidence  in  reply,  on  tbt 
ground  that  it  was  an  unfair  attempt  by  Plaintiffs  in  the  cross  suit  to  obtain 
an  advantage  by  putting  in  new  evidence  on  matters  in  issue  in  the  origiDal 
suit  after  publication  had  passed : — 

Bdd,  that  there  had  been  no  such  irregularity  on  the  part  of  Flaintiffs^ 
in  the  cross  cause  in  the  conduct  of  their  suit,  as  to  justify  the  GooTt 
in  suppressing  the  evidence  filed  by  them  in  reply,  but  that  cross-examim- 
tion  in  Court  would  be  directed  upon  the  affidavits  in  reply,  notwithstand- 
ing such  affidavits  were  filed  in  a  suit  intended  to  be  heard  on  motion  for 
decree. 

JiLOTIONy  on  behalf  of  Defendant  in  Eargreaves  v.  HaU,  that  an 
order  might  be  made  to  the  effect  that  Plaintiffs  in  that  suit 
might  not  be  at  liberty  to  use  the  affidavits  filed  by  them  on  the 
21st  of  November,  1870,  in  that  sait^  or  otherwise;  that  he 
(Defendant)  might  be  at  liberty  to  withdraw  his  order,  dated 
the  30th  of  June,  1870,  to  read  the  affidavits  filed  by  him  in 
Sargreave$  v.  EaJl  as  evidence  in  SaU  v.  Sargreaves^  and  might 
be  at  liberty  to  file  new  affidavits]  in  that  suit;  and  that  De- 
fendants in  SaU  v.  Hargreaves  should  not  be  at  liberty,  undet 
any  order  now  obtained  or  to  be  obtained  by  them  for  that  purpose, 
or  otherwise,  to  use  in  the  suit  of  HdU  v.  EargreaveSy  the  affidavits 
filed  by  them  in  reply  in  Sar greaves  v.  SaU  so  far  as  such  affidavits 
were  in  reply  on  any  matters  which  were  in  issue  in  SaU  v.  Ear- 
greaves  ;  or  that  such  an  order  might  be  made  as  would  prevent 
the  Plaintiff  in  Sail  v.  Eargreaves  from  being,  in  case  the  said 
suits  should  come  on  to  be  heard  together,  in  any  way  prejudiced 
through  the  said  affidavits  being  so  filed  as  aforesaid ;  and  that, 
otherwise,  liberty  to  reply  in  SaU  v.  Eargreaves  to  such  last-men* 
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tioned  evidence  might  now  be  given  to  the  said  John  HaU;  and,     Y.-O.  B. 
further,  that  if  snch  last-mentioned  evidence  be  permitted  to  be        1871 
used  in  HaU  v.  Hargreaves  for  any  purpose,  liberty  be  reserved  and       hall 
given  to  SaU  to  cross-examine  in  open  Court  the  witnesses  who  habomavbs. 
had  given  such  evidence,  notwithstanding  that  such  affidavits  were 
filed  in  a  suit  intended  to  be  heard  on  motion  for  decree. 

The  material  dates  of  the  proceedings  in  the  two  suits  are  as 
follows : — 


I     

Habobbayes 

V. 

Hall. 


HaU  V.  Eargreaves, 

1868. 

May  28.— BiU  filed. 
Jane  2. — ^Amended  bill  filed. 
Nov;  13. — Answer  to  amended  bill  filed. 

1869. 


Sept  3. — Re-amended  bill  filed. 
Oct.  1. — Answer  to  re-amended  bill 
Dec  14. — ^Replication  filed. 
1870. 

Soccessive  orders  on  Plaintiff's  appli- 
cation to  enlarge  time  for  closing  evi- 
dence until  14th  May,  1870. 
^7 14. — Time  enlarged  oi>  application 
of  both  parties  nntil  21st  May, 
1870. 
„  19. — Order  made  giving  liberty 
to  Defendants  to  read  at  hearing 
of  this  cause  the  pleadings  in  Ear- 
gnaves  v.  IlaU,  the  order  of  22nd 
Jnly,  1869,  thereon,  and  the  affi- 
davits filed  this  day  in  support  of 
the  motion  for  decree  thereon. 

Affidavits  of  WtUiarmon  and 
another  filed  on  the  part  of  De- 
fendants. 

21. — Evidence  closed. 
21. — Notice  of  evidence  on  behalf 
of  Defendants  served. 

KoUce  of  evidence  on  behalf  of 
Plaintiff  served. 
June  3. — Order  made  on  application  of 
Plaintiff  to  enlarge  the  time  for 
service  of  notice  of  intention  to 
cross-examine  until  Ist  July,  1870. 


»> 


M 


Eargreaves  v.  EaU, 


1869. 

May  14.— Bill  filed. 

July  22. — Order  for  sale  of  colliery 
upon  interlocutory  motion. 

Sept  3. — Voluntary  answer  of  Defen- 
dant filed. 

1870. 


May  19. — ^Affidavits  in  support  of  mo- 
tion for  decree  filed. 

Order  made  giving  liberty  to 
Plaintiffs  to  read  at  hearing  of 
this  cause  the  pleadings  in  EaU  v. 
Eargreaves^  and  the  affidavits 
filed  in  that  suit. 


» 


21. — ^Notice  of  motion  for  decree. 


June  8. — Order  obtained  by  Defendant 
enlarging  the  time  for  filing  affi- 
davits in  answer  to  the  motion  for 
decree  until  Ist  July. 
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[LB. 


V.-0,  B, 

1871 


Hall 

9. 

Habqbbavbs. 


V, 

Hall. 


HaU  V.  Hargreavea, 
1870. 

Jnne  16. — Subpoena  to  hear  judgment 

serred. 

„    30. — Order  giving  Flainti£f  liberty 

to  read  all  pleadings,  orders,  and 

HABaBBATES  affidavits  made  and  filed  in  Edr^ 

greaves  ▼.  ffaU, 

July  1. — ^Notice  of  Plaintiff's  intention 
to  cross-examine  Defendants'  wit- 
nesses at  the  hearing  served. 

Notice  of  Defendants'  intention 
to  cross-examine  Plaintiff's  wit- 
ness at  the  hearing. 
„  9. — Special  examiner  appointed 
to  take  cross-examination  of  Plain- 
tiff. 

Aug.  30. — Order  on  application  of  De- 
fendants for  special  examiner  to 
take  cross-examination  of  Defen- 
dants. 

Oct.  26,  27,  28. — Gross-examination  of 
Plaintiff  and  Defendants  taken. 
„  31. — Depositions  filed. 

Nov.  25. — ^Amended  notice  as  to  evi- 
dence not  filed  on  21st  of  May, 
1870,  intended  to  be  used  by  Plain- 
tiff on  the  hearing  of  this  cause, 
served. 


1870. 


Hargreaves  y.  HdU^ 


June  30. — Order  giving  Defeodtnt 
liberty  to  read  at  heating  of  this 
cause  all  pleadings,  orders,  and 
affidavits  made  or  filed  in  jEToS  v. 
Hargreavet. 

July  1. — ^Notice  of  the  evid^oe  whidi 
Defendant  intended  to  use  in 
answer  to  the  moticm  for  decree, 
served. 
„  20.— Olme  for  filing  Plaintifb' 
evidence  in  reply  enlarged  till  9tfa 
August. 


Aug.  9.— Dittos  till  20th  September. 


»» 


»> 


n 


f> 


Nov.  8.— Ditto,  till  22nd  Novembw. 

11. — Amended  notice  of  Defieo- 
dant's  evidence  intended  to  be  read 
by  him  on  the  motion  for  decree, 
served. 

19.— Order  for  Plaintifb  to  be  at 
liberty  to  read  depositions  filed  in 
HaU  V.  EargreawB. 

21. — Plaintiflfe'  evidence  in  reply 
filed. 

22. — ^Notice  of  evidence  intended 
to  be  read  by  Plaintii&  on  the 
hearing  of  the  motion  for  decree, 
in  reply  to  Defendant's  evideooe, 
served. 
Dec.  6.— Notice  of  Defendant's  inten- 
tion to  read  depositions  filed  in 
ffall  V.  Bargreaves, 

Order  made  enlarging  time  for 
service  of  notice  of  intention  to 
cross-examine  witnesses,  till  lltb 
January,  1871. 

(Enlarged  by  successive  orders 
until  the  Ist  Febmaiy,  1871). 


V, 

Habgbbatbs. 
•Habgbbayxs. 

V. 
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In  answer  to  an  inquiry  by  the  solicitors  of  Edll,  whether  it  was     V.-G.  B. 
intended^  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Harffreo/ves,  to  read  in  HdU  v.  Ear-        isii 
ffreaves  the  evidence  filed  in  reply  in  Hargreams  v.  BoK,  the  soli-       ^[2il 
dtoTS  of  Messrs.  Har greaves  replied :  ''As  is  invariably  the  case  on 
the  hearing  of  causes  and  cross  causes,  these  two  suits  will  be  called 
on  together;  and,  practically,  the  evidence  in  each  will  be  the 
evidence  in  both."  ^ 

Under  these  circumstances,  HaU  now  moved  in  the  terms  above 
stated. 

Sir  BaundeU  Falmer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BedweUf  in 
support  of  the  motion:— 

This  motion  is  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  old  practice,  by 
which  it  is  settled  that  evidence  which  has  been  taken  in  a  cross 
cause  upon  matters  in  issue  in  the  original  cause,  after  publication 
has  passed  in  the  original  cause,  will  be  suppressed :  PaseaM  v. 
Seatt  (1) ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  new  practice  (15  &  16  Vict. 
c  86),  or  the  General  Orders  thereunder,  to  alter  that  practice.  If 
Messrs.  Hargreaves  are  allowed  to  use  this  evidence,  which  is  as 
much  directed  to  the  evidence  given  in  EdU  v.  Eargreavea  as  to 
Eargreaves  v.  Ecdl,  they  will  be  gaining  an  unfair  advantage,  as 
the  evidence  has  long  since  been  closed  in  EaU  v.  Eargreaves.  It 
can  never  have  been  intended  that  Plaintiffs  in  a  cross  suit,  after 
replication  has  been  filed  and  the  evidence  closed  in  the  original 
suit,  should  1)0  allowed,  by  giving  notice  of  motion  for  decree,  to 
bring  in  new  evidence  upon  the  matters  in  issue  in  the  original 
suit,  which  the  Plaintiff  in  such  original  suit,  from  the  evidence 
beiDg  closed  in  it,  has  no  means  of  meeting.  In  any  case,  we  are 
entitled  to  cross-examine  their  witnesses  in  Court  at  the  hearing : 
Netfe  V.  Penndl  (2). 

Mr.  Little,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lindley,  for  Messrs. 
Eargreaves,  contra : — 

This  motion  seeks  to  deprive  Messrs.  Eargreaves  of  the  right 
given  to  them  by  15  &  16  Vict  c.  86,  s.  15,  and  the  General 
Orders  founded  thereon,  of  using  the  affidavits  filed  in  their  own 
suit,  and  must  be  refused.    Nothing  has  been  done  by  Messrs. 

(1)  1  Ph.  110.  (2)  1  H.  &  M.  252. 


Hall. 
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y.-C.  B.     Hargreaves  which  is  not  strictly  consistent  with  the  piactioe  of  the 
1S71       Court.    Their  suit  is  a  distinct  and  independent  soit,  and  not  a 
Hall       CI0B8  suit ;  and,  if  so,  cadii  qusedio.  But  even  if  taken  to  be  a  cross- 
Hauq^    y     ^^  Messrs.  Sa/rgreaves  were  not  bonnd  to  take  the  same  comse 
—       as  HaU^  and  file  replication ;  bnt  they  might  elect  to  serve  notice 
V.         of  motion  for  decree.    According  to  the  old  practice,  ''  Depositions 
of  witnesses  in  the  cross  cause  to  matters  not  put  in  issue  by  the 
original  cause  may  however  be  used,  notwithstanding  they  have 
been  taken  after  publication  parsed  in  the  original  cause :"  Danidtz 
Chancery  Practice  (1) ;  and  by  the  new  practice  the  Plaintiff 
even  in  a  cross  suit,  is  at  liberty  to  serve  notice  of  motion  for 
decree,  and  to  prepare  his  evidence  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
the  Act  of  1852,  and  the  Consolidated  Orders  in  reference  to  the 
procedure  upon  motion  for  decree.    In  any  case,  EaU  ought  to  be 
bound  by  what  he  deliberately  elected  to  do  in  June,  1870,  when 
he  obtained  an  enlargement  of  the  time  for  filing  affidavits  in 
answer  to  the  motion  for  decree.     Since  then  he  has  been  cross- 
examined  in  his  own  suit,  and  he  cannot  now  be  allowed  to  begin 
his  defence  over  again,  and  reconstruct  his  evidence  entirely. 

[They  did  not  object  to  having  their  witnesses  cross-examined  in 
Court  at  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  BedioeU,  in  reply. 

Sir  Jambs  Bacon,  V.O.  : — 

There  is  nothing,  in  my  opinion,  more  unsatisfactory  and  more 
dangerous  than  to  have  to  deal  with  evidence  which  has  been  pre- 
pared in  the  cause  before  the  cause  comes  on  to  be  heard.  It  is 
impossible  to  say  what  inconvenience  may  result  from  it,  and  the 
only  safe  course  the  Court  can  pursue  is  to  rely  upon  established 
rules.  It  has  been  suggested  that  a  trick  has  been  played  by  one  of 
the  parties  upon  the  other.  I  cannot  tell  how  that  may  be ;  bnt  I 
have  every  confidence  that  when  the  cause  comes  to  be  heard  the 
Court  will  take  care  that  no  trick  is  successful,  that  no  evidence  is 
admitted  which  ought  not  properly  to  be  admitted,  and  that,  if 
anything  remains  doubtful  when  the  evidence  has  been  considered, 
the  Court  will  have  the  means  of  directing  such  further  inquiry 

(1)  Ist  Ed.  p.  584. 
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in  the  shape  of  evidence  in  Court,  or  otherwise,  as  it  may  think     V.-C.  B. 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice.                                                    .   I87i 
Now,  I  do  not  find  that  any  irregularity  has  been  practised  on       hall 
either  side.     The  parties  in  this  cause  and  cross  cause,  for  I  have  HAnoRBAVBs 
no  doubt  that  the  later  suit  is  properly  called  the  cross  cause,        

Habgbeates 

have  dealt  with  their  causes  in  the  way  they  thought  best.    The         v. 

Halt 

one  filed  a  replication,  and  the  other  gave  notice  of  motion  for       " 

decree.    In  the  cause  in  which  replication  was  filed  the  evidence 
is  closed  and  complete.    The  other  is  carried  on  regularly,  upon 
notice  of  motion  for  decree,  stating  the  names  of  the  witnesses  by 
whom  the  Plaintiflf  seeks  to  support  his  case ;  the  Defendant  giving 
notice  of  the  affidavits  which  he  means  to  read.     Then  it  is  said 
that  the  PlaintiflTs  in  the  second  cause,  Ear  greaves  v.  floS,  obtained 
an  advantage,  because,  under  the  pretence  of  replying  to  the 
affidavits  which  Defendant  made  in  that  suit,  they  have  in  truth 
replied  upon  the  evidence  given  in  Hall  v.  Hargreaves,  which 
they  have  no  right  upon  any  ground  or  principle  to  do.    In  the 
first  place,  I  cannot  assume  now  what  use  may  be  made  of  that 
evidence  when  HaU  v.  Hargreaves  comes  to  be  heard ;  but  I  know 
that  the  Court  will  be  on  its  guards  and  the  parties  will  be  on 
their  guard,  and  will  not  suffer  any  improper  influence  to  be 
exercised,  because  that  which  I  admit  is  a  very  great  inconvenience 
is  introduced  by  these  affidavits  in  reply.    But  how  can  I  say, 
against  the  Plaintiffs  in  Eargreaves  v.  EaU — who  have  only  done 
that  whicli  the  rules  of  the  Court  have  prescribed  for  them,  who 
have  transgressed  them  in  no  way — how  can  I  say  that  I  shall 
suppress  the  evidence  which  they  have  gone  into  ?     There  is  no 
ground  whatever  for  doing  that ;  and,  upon  the  other  branch  of 
the  notice  of  motion,  there  is  no  ground  for  attempting  to  undo 
that  which  has  been  done  in  EaU  v.  Eargrea/ves,  to  withdraw  the 
evidence  in  that  suit,  or,  in  short,  to  impose  any  fetters  whatever 
upon  the  parties  who  have  gone  into  this  evidence  in  this  way ; 
with  this  exception  only,  that  I  embrace  the  offer  which  has  been 
made  by  Plaintifib  in  Eargreaves  v.  Eaily  and  authorize  the  cross- 
examination  of  witnesses  who,  without  that  consent  and  without 
the  order  of  the  Court,  are  not  liable  to  be  cross-examined.    That 
will,  I  believe,  do  full  justice  between  the  parties.    To  do  any- 
thing but  that  would  be  to  speculate  and  probably  come  to  a 
You  XL  2  /  2 
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V.-C.B.  wrong  conclusion.    There  will  be  no  dijfficulty,  when  the  cause 

1871  comes  on  to  be  heard,  if  that  cross-examination,  to  which  I  think 

SITl  ^^^  PlaintiflF  in  Hall  v.  Eargr eaves  is  feirly  entitled,  takes  place.  He 

_      ^'  is  clearly  entitled  to  it  because  of  the  submission  which  Plaintiffi 

Habgubatbb.  ^  ... 

in  Eargreaves  v.  EaU  make  at  the  Bar,  that  the  cross-examinatioii 
may  take  place  in  Court,  which  is  the  best  way  of  correcting  any 
possibility  of  danger  to  either  party.  I  must,  therefore,  refuse  the 
motion,  except  as  to  the  cross-examination  taking  place  in  Conrt. 
The  costs  will  be  reserved  until  one  or  other  of  the  causes  is 
heard. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Sha/w  &  Tremdlen,  for  Messrs.  Eandsley  4t 
Artindale,  Bwnd&y;  Mr.  /.  Miot  Fox,  for  Messrs,  -Barfc,  Sbn, 
Orford,  &  Co.,  Manchester. 


Habgrxates 

V. 

Hall. 


1871 
Feb.  9. 


V..C.  B.  SPITTLE  V.  WALTON. 


Practice — Evidence — Affidavit — Jurat — Witness  of  unsound  Mind. 

Before  the  affidavit  of  a  person  suffering  from  mental  delusions,  and  in 
confinement  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  can  be  received,  his  mental  condition  most 
first  be  ascertained  by  preliminary  inquiry  before  the  Court  or  some  person 
specially  delegated  for  that  purpose ;  and  therefore  an  affidavit  sworn  by  t 
person  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  without  any  notice  in  the  jurat  of  the  circmn- 
stances  under  which  or  the  place  where  it  was  sworn,  was  ordered  to  be  taken 
off  the  file. 

Motion,  on  behalf  of  Defendants,  that  the  affidavit  of  Joseph 
Beddoe,  sworn  on  the  9tli  of  January,  1871,  and  filed  in  this  cause 
on  the  11th  of  January,  1871,  and  intended  to  be  used  by  Plain- 
tiff in  support  of  his  motion  for  decree^  might  be  taken  off  the 
file,  on  the  ground  that  Beddoe  was  at  the  time  of  swearing  his 
affidavit  of  unsound  mind. 

The  suit  involved  certain  questions  of  account  arising  out  of  an 
alleged  partnership  at  will  in  a  colliery  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defendants. 

The  colliery  had  been  sold  in  May,  1865,  and  Beddoe,  who  was 
an  accountant  at  West  Bromwich,  had  been  employed  to  prepare 
an  account  shewing  the  shares  to  which,  according  to  the  partner- 


V. 

Walton. 
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ship  agreement,  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants  were  respectively     V.-O.  B. 
entitled  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  1871 

The  bill  was  filed  in  March,  1870,  and  on  the  11th  of  January,      g^j^E 
1871,  notice  of  motion  for  decree  was  served  by  the  Plaintiff. 
Amongst  the  afiSdavits  mentioned  in  the  list  attached  to  the 
notice  of  motion  was  that  of  Joseph  Beddoe,  filed  on  the  11th  of 
January,  1871,  which  it  was  now  sought  to  take  off  the  file. 

It  appeared  that,  on  the  9th  of  December,  1870,  Joseph  Beddoe 
having  become  affected  in  his  mind  from  overwork,  was,  on  the 
certificate  of  a  medical  practitioner,  removed  as  a  person  of 
unsound  mind  to  a  private  lunatic  asylum  at  Sutton  Coidfield,  kept 
by  Dr.  Boditiffion,  where  he  had  remained  ever  since. 

The  particular  facts  indicating  insanity  observed  by  the  gentle- 
man who  had  signed  the  certificate  were,  that  the  patient  '*  imagined 
himself  a  criminal  and  about  to  be  hanged,  and  his  wife  turned 
out  of  doors  by  three  devils,'*  and  this  without  any  previous  con- 
dition of  intemperance. 

The  affidavit  prepared  by  Plaintiff's  solicitor  was  sent  to  a 
Mr.  Addenbrookey  a  solicitor  and  commissioner,  at  Sutton  Coldjield, 
with  a  request  that  AddenbrooJce  would  see  Dr.  Bodingion^  and 
ascertain  from  him  if  Beddoe  was  in  a  fit  state  to  be  sworn. 

On  the  9th  of  January  AddenbrooJce  called  at  the  asylum,  and 
was  told  by  Dr.  Bodington  that  Beddoe's  health  was  much  im- 
proved, and  that  he  considered  he  {Beddoe)  understood  what  he 
was  about^  and  was  fit  to  make  the  affidavit.  Accordingly,  Adden- 
hrooke  saw  Beddod,  and  went  through  the  affidavit  with  him, 
paragraph  by  paragraph,  asking  him,  as  each 'paragraph  was  read, 
if  he  understood  and  could  speak  to  the  facts  as  stated,  to  which 
Beddoe  answered  that  he  could ;  and  the  oath  was  administered  to 
him  by  AddenbrooJce.  It  was  further  stated  by  AddenbrooJce,  that 
in  the  course  of  the  conversation  Beddoe  mentioned  that  one  of 
the  partners  named  in  the  affidavit,  in  addition  to  expressing  his 
satisfaction  with  the  accounts  prepared  by  Beddoe^  had  given  him 
a  £5  note  for  his  trouble. 

During  the  whole  of  the  time  that  AddenbrooJce  was  with  him, 
Beddoe  ^'was  perfectly  quiet  and  rational,  and  evinced  a  full 
acquaintance  with  the  statements  contained  in  the  affidavit  and 
with  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit." 


422  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  E. 

V.-O.  B.         The  affidavit  commenced:   "I,  J(aeph  Beddoe,  of  Wed  Bram- 

1871       wich,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  accountant,  make  oath,  and  say  as 

Spittle     follows :"    And  the  jarat  was  "  Sworn  at  Sutton  Coldfieldy  in  the 

Walton,     county  of  Wanvick,  the  9th  day  of  January,  1871,  before  me, 

Henry  AddenbrooJce,  a  commissioner  to  administer  oaths  in  Chancery 

in  England" 

Evidence  was  given  by  the  medical  man  who  had  signed  the 
certificate  upon  which  Beddoe  was  removed  to  the  asylum,  that 
when  he  saw  him  on  the  9th  of  December,  1870,  and  again  on  the 
24th  of  January,  1871,  he  was  of  unsound  mind. 

Dr.  Bodinffton  stated,  in  his  affidavit,  that  Joseph  Beddo^s 
recovery  was  uncertain. 

Mr,  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Maidlow,  in  support  of  the  motion : — 

The  affidavit  is  irregular  and  improper,  and  must  be  taken  off 
the  file.  There  is  no  mention  in  the  jurat  that  it  was  sworn  in  a 
lunatic  asylum,  or  thalf  the  deponent  was  in  confinement  as  a 
person  of  unsound  mind.  Attention  should  have  been  called  to 
these  facts ;  and  as  in  the  case  of  a  deaf  or  dumb  person,  the  jurat 
should  have  expressed  that  the  deponent  fully  understood  the 
coni;ents  of  his  affidavit  before  he  was  sworn :  Attomey-Oeneral  v. 

Malim  (1) ;  Pilkington  v.  Himsworth  (2) ;  v,  Christopher  (3); 

DankWs  Chancery  Practice  (4). 

The  proper  course  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic  witness  is  pointed 
out  in  Beg.  v.  ESI  (5).  The  Judge  must  first  examine  the  person 
of  unsound  mind,  tendered  as  a  witness,  to  see  whether  he  under- 
stands the  nature  and  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  witnesses  may  be 
called  to  shew  that  he  is  not  to  be  credited  because  he  labours 
under  insane  delusions.  Even  assuming  the  jurat  not  to  be  irre- 
gular, no  proper  precautions  were  taken  by  the  commissioner,  who, 
as  shewn  by  his  own  evidence,  did  not  attempt  to  examine  BeidM 
as  to  his  understanding  the  nature  of  an  oath.  We  object  to  the 
commissioner's  forming  an  opinion  on  a  mere  ^jpar/^examiaatioD, 
which  was  in  no  way  directed  to  the  delusions  under  which  the 
alleged  lunatic  suffers.    Before  this  affidavit  can  be  received  in 

(1)  You.  376.  (4)  5th  Ed.  p.  793. 

(2)  1  Y.  &  0.  Ex.  612.  (6)  20  L.  J.  (M.a)  222 ;  2  Den. 

(3)  11  Sim.  409.  C.  C.  254, 
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evidence,  the  state  of  Beddqe's  mind  must  be  tested  by  examination,  y.-G.  B. 
either  before  a  special  examiner  or  before  the  Jadge  in  open        1871 

"Court.  SpnTLB 


Mr.  MofiJcesan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Begg,  for  the  PlaintiflF: — 

The  notice  of  motion  states  that  Beddoe  was  of  unsound  mind  at 
the  time  of  swearing  this  affidayit,  but  the  only  evidence  adduced 
isy  that  he  was  of  unsound  mind  when  seen  on  the  9th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1870,  and  again  on  the  24th  of  January,  1871,  there  being 
nothing  to  shew  that  he  was  not  perfectly  capable  of  understand- 
ing and  swearing  to  an  affidavit  on  the  11th  of  January.  It  is, 
therefore,  begging  the.  question  to  say  that  the  jurat  ought  to  have 
mentioned  the  fact  that  he  was  of  unsound  mind.  We  say  that  he 
was  not  a  lunatic  at  the  time  of  swearing  his  affidavit,  and  the  fact 
of  his  volunteering  a  statement  in  reference  to  matters  deposed  to 
in  the  affidavit,  is  important,  as  shewing  that  he  thoroughly  under- 
stood what  he  was  swearing  to.  He  is  subject  to  occasional  attacks 
of  monomania,  which  is  distinguishable  from  lunacy,  and  does  not 
render  him  inadmissible  as  a  witness:  the  question  in  cases  of 
partial  incapacity  being  not  of  admissibility,  but  merely  of  what 
credibility  is  to  be  given  to  his  testimony.  As  was  laid  down  in 
Beff.  V.  HiU  (1) :  "  Prima  fade,  he  was  quite  fit  to  be  sworn  (even 
though  it  was  a  criminal  case).  If,  however,  in  the  course  of  the 
trial,  he  shewed  his  evidence  to  be  tainted  with  insanity,  then  the 
jury  should  have  attached  no  weight  to  it."  In  Banks  v.  Oood- 
Jellow  (2),  partial  unsoundness  of  mind  not  operating  upon  his 
mind  in  regard  to  testamentary  disposition,  was  held  not  to  render 
a  person  incapable  of  disposing  of  his  property  by  will ;  and  again, 
in  Cartwrigkt  v.  Cartwrighi  (3),  a  will  made  in  a  lucid  interval, 
between  fits  of  insanity  preceding  and  following  it  on  the  same 
-day,  was  pronounced  for. 

Sir  Jahes  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

I  have  no  doubt  whatever  in  this  case.  Though  satisfied  that 
there  was  no  wilful  misconduct  on  his  part,  I  do  not  think  that  the 
commissioner  discharged  his  duty  properly  in  taking  that  affidavit 

(1)  20  L.  J.  (M.C.)  222 ;  2  Den.  C.  C.  254. 
(2)  Law  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  649.  (3)  1  Phillim.  90. 
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Y.-C.  B.  and  describing  it  as  sworn  at  Sutton  Ccldjiddy  without  stating  that 
1871       it  was  taken  in  a  lunatic  asylum.   Therefore,  if  the  case  had  rested 

SwTTLB  alone  on  the  defect  in  the  jurat,  I  should  have  been  obb'ged  to  order 
the  affidavit  to  be  taken  off  the  file.  Beg.  v.  EUl  (1)  establishes 
that,  if  a  person  who  is  believed  to  be  suffering  from  monomania  is 
tendered  as  a  witness,  a  preliminary  inquiry  must  be  instituted 
before  that  person's  evidence  can  be  listened  to,  and  upon  the  pre- 
liminary issue  of  the  competency  of  Beddoe  thus  tendered,  he  must 
be  examined  vivA  voce.  Independently,  however,  of  the  jurat,  there 
are  other  good  reasons  for  rejecting  this  affidavit  The  PlaintiFs 
solicitor  "precognosces,"  or,  in  other  words,  prepares  a  statement 
from  instructions  in  writing,  which  is  sent  to  the  commissions, 
and  by  him  read  over  to  the  alleged  lunatic,  who  assents  to  it, 
paragraph  by  paragraph,  in  this  cut  and  dried  form.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  say  that  there  was  any  examination  of  the  man's  mental 
condition  by  the  commissioner,  or  any  such  inquiry  into  his  com- 
petency to  give  evidence,  as  is  necessary  both  here  and  at  common 
law  before  his  evidence  can  be  received.  The  affidavit  is,  in  my 
opinion,  wholly  irregular  and  improper,  and  must  be  taken  off  the 
file.    The  Plaintiff  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  motion. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Maekeson,  Taylor,  d  Amould ;  Mr.  J.  Ned- 
ham. 

(1)  20  L.  J.  (M.O.)  222 ;  2  Den.  C.  C.  254. 
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VISCOUNT  NEWEY  v.  EARL  KILMOREY.  v.-cb. 

1871 


Fractice-^IrUerrogatories — Amendment, 

After  exceptions  for  insafficiency  to  an  answer  had  been  allowed,  the 
Plainti£f  obtained  an  order  of  course  to  amend  his  bill  and  interrogatories,  and 
a  new  copy  of  the  amended  interrogatories,  embracing  mnch  that  was  contained 
in  the  original  interrogatories,  was  served  upon  the  Defendant : — 

Held,  that,  as  at  the  time  of  obtaining  the  order  to  amend^the  Plaintifif 
had  not  had  any  answer  to  the  bill,  he  was  entitled,  on  such  amendment,  to 
serve  the  Defendant  with  amended  interrogatories ;  and  a  motion  by  Defendant 
to  take  them  off  the  file  was  refused. 

Motion,  on  behalf  of  Defendant,  that  the  interrogatories  filed  by 
Plaintiff  to  his  re-amended  bill  on  the  23rd  of  January,  1871,  for 
exaniination  of  Defendant  might  be  taken  off  the  file,  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  irregular  and  improper. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  8th  of  June,  1870.  On  the  25th  of 
June,  before  filing  interrogatories,  the  Plaintiff  amended  his  bill 
in  many  important  particulars.  On  the  28th  of  July,  Defendant 
put  in  his  answer  to  the  amended  bill.  On  the  27th  of  October, 
Plaintiff  filed  exceptions' to  Defendant's  answer  for  insu£Sciency ;  and 
on  the  16th  of  December  the  exceptions  were  allowed,  and  time 
given  for  putting  in  a  farther  answer.  This  further  answer  was 
prepared  and  settled,  and,  on  the  14th  of  January,  engrossed,  and 
sent  to  the  Defendant  for  the  usual  declaration  upon  honour  before 
a  commissioner,  and  notice  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  18th  of  January,  1871,  an  order  of  the  16th  of  January, 
giving  the  Plaintiff  liberty  to  re-amend  his  bill  and  to  amend  the 
interrogatories,  was  served  upon  Defendant,  in  consequence  of  which 
the  further  answer  was  not  filed.  On  the  23rd  of  January  a  new 
copy  of  the  amended  interrogatories  was  served  upon  Defendant. 
These  interrogatories  were  stated  to  be,  for  the  most  part,  a  repe- 
tition of  the  first  interrogatories,  and  by  the  note  at  the  end  the 
Defendant  was  required  to  answer  them  all. 

The  Defendant  now  moved  to  take  these  interrogatories  off  the 
file  as  irregular  and  improper. 

Mr.  CooJcson,  in  support  of  the  motion : — 

The  interrogatories  which  have  been  served  are  irregular  and 
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improper,  as  they  are  not  confined  to  the  new  matter  introduced 
by  amendment,  but  embrace,  without  distinguishing  between  the 
old  and  the  new  matter,  everything  upon  which  the  Defendant  has 
been  already  interrogated,  and  prepared  his  answer.  The  inter- 
rogatories filed  to  an  amended  bill  must  be  confined  to  the  amend- 
ments ;  and  if  the  Plaintiff  desires  to  interrogate  after  amendment 
as  to  any  part  of  the  original  bill,  he  must  obtain  leave  from  the 
Court:  SofdhampUm  Steamboat  Company  v.  Rawlins  (1).  To  call 
upon  the  Defendant  to  answer  these  new  interrogatories,  which 
include  the  whole  of  the  bill  not  only  introduced  by  amendment^ 
but  that  which  was  in  the  original  and  retained  in  the  amended 
bill,  is  irregular  and  oppressive,  and  the  interrogatories  must  be 
taken  off  the  file :  Brake  v.  8ym£s  (2). 

Mr.  FreeUng,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

Before  answer  the  Plaintiff  may  obtain  an  order  as  of  course  to 
amend  his  bill  and  also  his  interrogatories.  Here  there  has  been 
no  answer,  as  the  answer  was  held  insufficient  on  exceptions :  Bird 
V.  Hustler  (3) ;  and  therefore  the  common  order  of  course  to  amend 
was  rightly  obtained ;  and  upon  that  order,  which  has  not  been 
discharged,  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  amendments  and  the 
exceptions  answered.  BraJcs  v.  Sjpnes  does  not  apply,  as  in  that 
case  the  amendment  was  after  answer,  and  the  Defendants  were 
required  by  the  new  interrogatories  to  answer  not  only  the 
amendments,  but  matter  already  answered ;  and  in  Southampton 
Steamboat  Company  v.  Rawlins  the  Plaintiff  had  not  filed  inter- 
rogatories to  the  original  bill ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  Plaintiff 
who  had  by  delay  lost  his  right  to  require  an  answer,  could  not 
recover  it  by  a  merely  formal  amendment. 

Mr.  Cookson,  in  reply. 


Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

Nothing  is  better  settled  in  practice,  as  I  understand  it,  than 
that  an  imperfect  answer  is  no  answer  at  all,  and  I  do  not  under- 
stand what  is  the  meaning,  technically,  of  an  answer  pro  tarda  to 

(1)  12  W.  R.  285.  (2)  2  D.  F.  &  J.  81. 

(8)  1  RuB8.  &  My.  325. 
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a  Plaintiff^  whose  clear  right  is  to  have  an  answer,  that  is,  a  com- 
plete answer.  There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  these  inter- 
rogatories are  irregolar,  because  the  order  which  was  obtained  ex 
jtarle  cannot  be  impeached  for  irregularity.  Then  it  is  said  that 
the  amendments  of  the  interrogatories  are  improper.  Whether 
there  was  any  ground  for  saying  that,  I  cannot  form  any  opinion 
without  reading  through  the  bill,  thejpro  tarUo  answer,  and  the 
interrogatories  as  amended.  That  is  no  part  of  my  duty ;  besides 
which,  it  would  be  most  inconyenient  if  any  such  examination  of 
the  pleadings  were  to  take  place  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings. 
The  Plaintiff's  right  being  to  have  an  answer,  I  find  it  not  disputed 
that  up  to  this  time  he  has  had  no  answer.  When  he  obtained 
the  order  at  the  Bolls,  his  right  to  have  an  answer  upon  his 
amended  interrogatories  was,  in  my  opinion,  irresistible.  I  have 
heard  nothing  to  induce  me  to  believe  that  the  amendments 
which  have  been  made  are  improper.  That  they  may  be  trouble- 
some to  answer  I  can  easily  conceive ;  it  is  not  always  the  object 
of  a  Plaintiff  in  framing  his  interrogatories  to  make  them  pleasant 
and  agreeable  for  the  Defendant  to  answer.  His  right  is  to  have 
an  answer  if  he  uses  the  means  which  the  practice  of  the  Court 
allows  him  for  asserting  that  right. 

The  cases  cited  do  not  apply,  for  in  Drake  v.  Symes  (1)  the  very 
point  of  the  decision  is,  that  there  had  been  an  answer — ^fuU, 
complete,  perfect. 

The  other  case  of  the  Southampton  SteambocU  Company  v.  Baw- 
linB  (2)  is  exactly  upon  the  same  principle.  In  that  case  the 
Plaintiff  had  allowed  the  time  limited  for  filing  his  interrogatories 
to  pass  without  calling  for  an  answer,  but  by  amending  his  bill 
he  thought  he  could  reinstate  himself  in  the  rights  which  he  had 
lost,  and  the  Court  held  he  could  not. 

It  was  suggested  that  it  would  have  been  better  if  Plaintiff's 
solicitor  had  said :  **rile  your  answer,  which  is  prepared,  without 
prejudice  to  the  amended  interrogatories."  I  cannot  prescribe  to 
Plaintiff  or  his  solicitor  any  other  rule  than  that  which  the 
practice  establishes.  The  order  having  been  obtained,  the  amend- 
ments having  been  made  according  to  the  constant  practice  of  the 
Court,  there  is  nothing  improper  in  the  interrogatories  which  have 

(1)  2  D.  F.  &  J.  81.  (2)  12  W.  R.  285. 
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been  filed ;  and  although  I  do  not  wish  that  the  Defendant  should 
have  more  trouble  than  is  necessary,  yet  in  the  matter  of  costs  the 
Court  will  at  the  proper  time  be  able  to  pay  proper  attention  to 
any  application  that  is  made.  [His  Honour,  after  adding  that 
he  did  not  think  there  would  be  any  difSculty  in  framing  m 
answer,  so  as  to  distinguish  that  which  had  been  already  answered 
from  that  which  Defendant  was  now  required  to  answer,  refused 
the  motion  with  costs.] 

Solicitors :  Mr.  Appleyard  ;  Messrs.  Williams  dk  James. 


v.-c.  B. 

1871 

Feb,  9; 
March  1. 


In  re  BRAMPTON  AND  LONGTOWN  RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 

Practice  — Winding-up  —  Evidence —  Companiee  Act,  1862  — Oeneral  Order  </ 
llth  Nov,,  1862,  Bute  60 — Contributory — Bight  of  Cross-examination, 

A  oontributory  of  a  oompaDy  in  course  of  winding  up  is  entitled,  nnderthe 
liberty  given  by  Rule  60  of  the  General  Order  of  the  llth  of  Nov.,  1862  (under 
the  Companies  Act,  1862),  not  only  to  attend  the  cross-examination  by  the 
official  liquidator  of  a  person  claiming  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  company,  hot 
also  to  cross-examine  such  claimant  upon  the  matters  referred  to  in  the 
affidavit  made  in  support  of  hia  claim. 

Motion  on  behalf  of  E.  Wauffh,  Thomas  Qraham,  and  /oAn 
Sutton,  alleged  contributories  of  the  Brampton  and  Longtown  BaH- 
way  Company,  that  W.  S.  Shaw,  who  attended  on  the  30th  of 
January^  1871,  before  the  special  examiner  appointed  by  the  Court, 
and  was  sworn,  but  demurred  or  objected  to  answer  the  questions 
then  and  there  put  to  him  on  the  part  of  the  parties  now  moTing; 
might  be  ordered  to  attend,  at  his  own  expense,  before  the  special 
examiner,  to  be  examined  in  this  matter,  and  that  Shew  might 
be  ordered  then  and  there  to  answer  the  questions  to  which  he 
demurred  or  objected  to  answer,  and  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs  of  and  occasioned  by  such  demurrer  or  objection,  and  the 
costs  of  this  application. 

An  order  for  winding  up  the  company  was  made  on  the  20th  of 
December,  1869.    Mr.  Shaw,  who  was  the  solicitor  employed  in 
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carrying  the  bill  under  which  the  company  was  incorporated  V.-C.  B. 
through  Parliament^  sent  in  a  claim  for  his  bill  of  costs  and  dis-       1871 
bursements,  and  on  the  23rd  of  April  filed  the  usual  a£Sdayit  in       jn  re 

support  of  his  claim.    The  bill  of  costs  was  referred  by  the  Chief  ^^^^^ 

Clerk  for  taxation^  and  farther  evidence  was  required  in  respect  of  Lo»gtown 

^  f.i-^/x  Railway  Co, 

an  item  of  Jb579.  

Accordingly,  on  the  13th  of  January,  1871,  Shaw  filed  a  further 
affidavit  in  support  of  this  item. 

Pursuant  to  notice  received,  Mr.  Shaw  attended  before  the 
special  examiner,  and  was  cross-examined  during  two  days  on 
behalf  of  the  official  liquidator.  On  the  termination  of  this  cross- 
examination,  counsel,  instructed  on  behalf  of  the  applicants  having 
leave  under  the  60th  Bule  of  the  General  Order  of  Nov.,  1862, 
(under  the  Companies  Ad,  1862),  to  attend  proceedings  in  the 
matter,  claimed  the  right  to  cross-examine  Shaw  on  behalf  of  the 
contributories. 

Shaw  declined  to  answer  any  questions  put  to  him  by  counsel 
for  the  contributories,  and  the  matter  was  accordingly  brought 
before  the  Court  upon  the  present  motion. 

Mr.  Amphlett,  Q.C.,  and-  Mr.  T.  L.  WUkinsan,  in  support  of  the 
motion : — 

Having  given  notice  to  the  official  liquidator,  pursuant  to 
Bule  60  of  the  General  Order  of  Nov.,  1862,  of  their  intention  to 
attend  the  proceedings,  the  applicants  have  a  dear  loetts  standi 
before  the  examiner,  and  are  entitled,  not  merely  to  watch,  but 
to  take  part  in  the  proceedings,  and,  if  they  think  fit,  to  cross- 
examine  the  witness.  In  Aitomey-Qeneral  v.  Shore  (1)  liberty  was 
given  to  persons  who  were  not  parties  to  a  charity  suit  to  inter- 
vene in  the  proceedings  before  the  Master,  as  the  position  of  the 
relators  rendered  them  incapable  of  adequately  representing  and 
protecting  the  interests  of  all  persons  interested.  So  here  the 
question  is  not  so  much  between  the  official  liquidator  and  the 
creditor  as  between  the  creditor  and  the  coDtributories,  as  if  the 
claim  is  established  it  will  fall  upon  the  contributories,  and  there- 
fore they  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  the  right  to  cross-examine 
the  creditor.    By  Bule  60  we  are  placed  in  the  same  position,  and 

(1)  1  My.  &  Cr.  894. 


430  EQUITT  GASES.  [L.  B. 

V.-O.  B.  have  the  same  rights,  as  persons  served  with  notice  of  decree 

1871  under  Bale  8  of  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  42,  who  are  bound  by  the 

^^  proceedings  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  been  originally 

Beamptoh  made  parties  to  the  suit,  and  may,  by  an  order  of  course,  have 

LoNGTowN    liberty  to  attend  the  proceedings  under  the  decree. 
Eailway  Go. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Smart,  for  Mr.  Shaw : — 

No  case  has  been  cited  in  support  of  the  right  claimed  by  these 
contributories,  of  attending  before  the  examiner  during  the  exami- 
nation, and  of  their  own  free  will  putting  what  questions  they 
pleeue  to  the  witness  in  cross-examination ;  and  the  inoonvenience 
of  such  a  course  is  alone  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  motion.  There 
will  be  no  limit  to  an  examination  if  every  contributory  is  to  be 
allowed,  on  a  roving  inquiry,  to  put  questions  in  cross-examination, 
there  being  no  power  in  the  examiner  to  stop  questions,  however 
irrelevant.  By  the  74th  Kule  of  the  Order  of  Nov.  11,  1862, 
the  practice  in  winding-up  proceedings,  where  not  specially  pro- 
vided by  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  is  the  same  as  under  15  &  16 
Yict.  c.  86 :  In  re  English  Joint  Stoek  Bank  (1).  Upon  sect  30  of 
the  latter  Act,  giving  power  to  Chief  Clerks  to  issue  advertise- 
ments, to  summon  parties  and  witnesses,  to  administer  oaths,  and 
to  examine  parties  and  witnesses  as  the  Judge  shall  direct,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  person  to  be  examined  is  entitled  to  notice  of 
the  points  on  which  he  is  to  be  examined.:  Wormdey  v.  Sturt  (2); 
In  re  Lord^s  Estate  (S).  So,  in  this  case,  the  contributories  should 
have  given  notice  of  their  wish  to  cross-examine,  stating  the 
points  to  which  such  cross-examination  would  be  directed,  and  then 
obtained  the  consent  of  the  liquidator  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  AmphUtt,  in  reply : — 

The  question  is  simply  whether  contributories,  having  a  right 
given  to  them  by  Bule  60  of  attending  an  examination  of  which 
notice  has  been  given  by  the  liquidator,  can  themselves  cross- 
examine  the  witness.  K  not,  the  right  given  by  Bule  60  is 
perfectly  useless. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  203.  (2)  22  Beav.  308. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  605. 
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Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : —  v.-o.  B. 

This  case  seems  to  me  to  be  one  of  great  importance  as  regards       ^^^ 


the  practice  of  the  Court,  but  of  still  greater  importance  on  much  In  re 
higher  considerations.  The  case  stands  thus:  Mr. Shaw  claims  to  and 
be  a  creditor  of  the  company,  and  his  claim,  if  established,  will  i^^^r^co. 

have  to  be  paid  by  the  parties  now  moving.    It  would  seem  in  the       

highest  degree  unreasonable  that  the  party  against  whom  a  pecu- 
niary demand  is  made  should  have  no  opportunity  of  cross- 
examining  the  man  who  makes  the  claim  against  him  upon  the 
subject  of  that  claim.  In  an  action  at  common  law  the  party 
seeking  to  prove  his  claim  or  set-off  would  be  subject  to  cross- 
examination  by  the  opposite  party ;  and  here,  in  my  opinion,  under 
the  very  terms  of  the  rule,  there  is  a  clear  right  to  cross-examine, 
but  limited  to  the  subject  of  the  affidavit.  The  affidavit^  I  assume, 
does  not  travel  out  of  the  facts  necessary  to  establish  the  claim. 
If,  as  was  suggested,  there  was  any  danger  of  questions  being  put 
under  cover  of  cross-examination  upon  this  claim,  so  as  to  extort 
evidence  that  would  enable  the  applicants  to  dispute  their  liability 
to  be  placed  on  the  list  of  contributories,  that  would  be  a  thing  to 
be  wholly  discountenanced  as  against  the  practice  of  the  Court. 
Having  under  the  rule  the  right  to  attend  the  proceedings,  they 
have,  as  I  read  it,  equal  rights  with  those  which  a  party  to  a  suit 
would  have,  and  those  rights  would  include  the  right  to  cross- 
examine.  Then  it  is  objected  that  if  the  number  of  contributories 
were  large,  there  might  be  an  almost  infinite  number  of  examina- 
tions. But  if  the  contributory  has  the  right,  I  cannot  deprive  him 
of  it ;  nor  am  I  much  moved  by  that  objection,  as  it  is  not  likely 
that  people  would  abuse  the  right  which  they  possess  under  the 
statute  for  the  purpose  of  cross-examining  over  and  over  again  upon 
matters  already  proved.  What,  then,  is  there  in  the  practice  or 
the  rules  which  prohibits  the  statutory  right  claimed  by  the  con- 
tributories? In  the  case  of  In  re  LorcCs  Estate  (1),  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls,  looking  at  the  policy  of  the  Act  (15  &  16  Yict.  c.  86, 
8.  40),  may  have  thought  it  quite  right  that  the  particular  objects 
of  the  examination  should  be  specified.  Here  they  are  specified 
by  force  of  the  affidavit  itself,  and  there  can  be  no  cross-examina^ 
tion  except  on  matters  contained  in  the  affidavit.    I  am  of  opinion 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Eq.  605. 
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y.-O.  B.  that  this  gentleman  is  liable  to  be  crosfr-examined  upon  his  affidavit 

1871  in  order  that  the  parties  who  have  to  pay,  if  his  claim  be  right, 

In  |.0  may  know  from  him  the  true  grounds  on  which  he  claims,  and  on 

Bbamptoh  ^hat  grounds  the  claim  can  be  disputed. 

LoNOTowH       The  notice  of  motion  is,  in  its  terms,  much  too  large ;  it  asks 

Bailwat  Co.  it 

that  Shaw  may  be  ordered  to  attend  at  his  own  expense — ^that,  I 

think,  is  right;  then  that  he  may  then  and  there  answer  the 
questions  to  which  he  demurred  or  objected  to  answer — that  I 
do  not  think  ought  to  be  any  part  of  the  order ;  and  that  he  may 
be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  caused  by  the  delay  and  the  costs  of 
this  application.  I  do  not  think  he  ought  to  pay  those  costs.  The 
question  is,  as  far  as  I  know,  a  new  one.  The  objection  has  pro- 
ceeded upon  a  mistake;  and  I  think  I  do  enough  in  ordering 
Mr.  Shaw  to  attend,  at  his  own  expense,  to  be  cross^xamined  upon 
his  affidavit  at  the  instance  of  the  party  now  moving.  (Tests  of 
the  examination  and  of  this  motion  reserved. 


March  1.  In  consequence  of  a  difficulty  that  had  occurred  in 
drawing  up  the  order,  the  matter  was  again  placed  in  the  paper  to 
be  spoken  to,  and  the  order  was  in  the  following  terms : — 

Order  that  the  said  TT.  IT.  Shaw,  of, do,  at  such  time  and  place  as 

T,  F.  M.j  the  examiner  appointed  in  these  matters  parsuant  to  the  order,  dated 
the  13th  of  Januaxy,  1871,  shall  appoint,  attend  at  his  own  expense  and  he  sworn 
and  cross-examined  on  his  affidavit  filed  in  these  matters  on  the  13th  day  of 
January,  1871,  such  cross-examination  to  be  limited  to  the  matters  referred  to  in 
such  affidavit ;  and  that  the  costs  of  the  said  Edvoard  Watighy  Thomas  Graham, 
and  John  Sutton,  of  this  motion  and  such  cross-examination  be  respectively 
reserved. 

Solicitors:  Messrp.  Flux  &  LeadbiUer;  Messrs.  C.  dt  H.  Tdhaurdin. 
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POTTS  V.  BRITTON.  M.  R. 

Fower^Fawer  to  appoint  by  WQi— Forfeiture  of  Fower^WtU previoudy  ]^ 

execiOed.  Feb.  11, 15, 

Under  a  settlement  a  fond  was  held  upon  trust  for  such  persons  as  G,  and  B, 
should  jointly  appoint,  and  subject  thereto  upon  trust  for  (7.  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  B.  for  life,  subject  to  determination  as  thereinafter  mentioned, 
with  remainder  to  such  of  a  certain  class  as  B.  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint : 
and  it  was  provided  that  if  B,  should  commit  any  of  certain  acts,  his  life  estate 
should  be  determined  and  the  trust  fund  should  go  as  if  B.  were  actually 
dead,  and  all  the  powers  therein  contained  should  thenceforth  be  exercised  as 
if  he  were  then  dead,  without  prejudice  to  his  right  to  exercise  jointly  with 
G,,  either  before  or  after  the  determination  of  the  trust  in  his  favour,  the  joint 
power  reserved  to  them.  B.  committed  an  act  of  forfeiture,  and  afterwards 
died: — 

Beldf  that  the  sole  power  of  appointment  reserved  to  him  was  not  effectually 
exercised  by  a  will  made  prior  to  the  forfeiture. 

MjY  an  indenture  dated  the  10th  of  February,  1862,  certain  pro- 
perty was  settled  upon  trust  for  sale,  after  the  decease  of  Qeorge 
Potts,  or  in  his  lifetime  with  his  consent,  and  for  application  of  the 
proceeds  in  payment  of  certain  incumbrances,  and  subject  thereto 
upon  trust  for  such  persons  and  purposes  as  George  Potts  and  Oeorge 
Edward  Bayly  Potts  (a  son  of  Oeorge  Potts^  and  hereinafter  called 
Bayly  Potts  simply)  should  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  and  until 
such  appointment,  upon  trust  for  Oeorge  Potts  during  his  life,  and 
after  his  decease  upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  Bayly  Potts  and  his 
wife  and  issue  during  his  life,  subject  to  such  proviso  for  deter- 
mining such  life  interest  as  thereinafter  contained ;  and  ^^  from  and 
after  the  determination  of  the  trusts"  thereinbefore  declared  in 
favour  of  Oeorge  Potts  and  Bayly  Potts,  upon  trust  for  such  of  the 
issue  of  Bayly  Potts  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in 
default  of  or  subject  to  any  such  appointment^  for  his  children  in 
manner  therein  mentioned ;  and  in  case  there  should  be  no  child 
of  his,  then  upon  trust  that  the  trustees  should,  after  the  decease  of 
Oeorge  Potts,  and  upon  the  failure  or  determination  of  the  trusts 
aforesaid,  or  in  his  lifetime  (if  the  prior  trusts  in  favour  of  such  other 
parties  as  aforesaid  should  so  determine  in  his  lifetime),  levy  and 
raise  a  sum  of  £5790,  together  with  interest^  and  pay  the  same  to 

Oeorge  Potts,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  should 
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H.  B.  stand  possessed  of  the  residae  of  the  tmst  fnndsy  upon  trust  for  soch 
1871  of  the  children,  grandchildren,  or  more  remote  issue  of  Oeorge 
-p^^  Potts  (other  than  Bayly  Potts  and  his  issue)  or  of  James  Beed,  as 
Bayly  Potts  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such 
appointment,  upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned.  Then  followed 
these  clauses:  ^'Provided  always,  neyerthdess,  and  it  is  hereby 
expiessly  agreed  and  declared  between  and  by  the  said  parties 
hereto,  that  if  the  said  Qeorge  Edward  Bayly  Potts  shall  at  any  time 
become  bankrupt,  or  shall  sell,  assign,  charge,  or  otherwise  antici- 
pate the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  income  of  the  said  trust  fund 
and  premises  so  made  payable  to  him,  or  for  the  benefit  of  himself 
or  of  any  wife  with  whom  he  may  have  intermarried,  or  of  any  of 
his  children  or  issue  during  his  life  (after  the  decease  or  subject  to 
the  life  interest  therein  of  his  said  father),  or  his  interest  therein 
or  in  any  part  thereof,  or  if  the  same  dividends,  interest,  and  annual 
income,  or  any  part,  shall  m  any  other  manner,  either  by  his  act  or 
by  operation  of  law  or  otherwise  howsoever  (otherwise  than  and 
except  by  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers  or  authorities  hereby 
expressly  limited  to  him  jointly  with  his  said  father  or  solely)  cease 
to  be  applicable  to  or  upon  the  trusts  hereinbefore  declared  and 
directed  to  take  effect  during  his  life  or  to  or  upon  any  of  such  trusts 
(after  the  decease  or  subject  to  the  said  life  interest  therein  of  his 
said  father  as  aforesaid),  then  and  in  either  of  such  cases,  and  from 
thenceforth,  the  trusts  hereinbefore  directed  for  the  payment  of  such 
dividends,  interest,  and  income  in  manner  aforesaid  during  his  life, 
after  the  decease  of  his  said  father  shall  cease,  determine,  and  be 
absolutely  void ;  and  from  thenceforth  the  said  trust  premises^  and 
the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  income  thereof  shall  (subject 
and  without  prejudice  to  the  trust  in  favour  of  his  said  father)  go 
and  be  held,  applied,  and  disposed  of  in  such  and  the  same  manner 
in  all  respects  as  under  the  trusts  and  provisions  aforesaid  Ihe 
same  would  have  gone,  been  applied  and  disposed  of  in  case  he,  the 
said  Charge  EdufOird  Bayly  Potts,  were  then  actually  dead,  and  all 
and  every  the  powers  of  appointment,  advancement,  consent^  and 
direction,  and  other  powers  herein  contained  shall  thenceforth  be 
exercised  as  if  he  were  then  dead,  but  without  prejudice  to  his 
right  to  exercise  jointly  with  his  said  lather  (either  before  or  after 
such  determination  of  the  said  trust  in  his  fi&vour)  the  said  joint 
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power  of  appointment  hereinbefore  given  or  reserved  to  them  over  iL  B. 
the  said  trast  fund  and  premises :  provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  i^i 
agreed  and  declared,  that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  TK/rra 
George  Edward  Bayly  Potts,  either  in  immediate  contemplation  of 
or  at  any  time  or  times  subsequently  to  any  marriage  he  may 
contract,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  with  or  without  power  of  revocation 
and  new  appointment,  or  by  his  will  or  any  codicil  or  codicils 
thereto  to  be  by  him  respectively  duly  executed  prior  to  the  deter- 
mination of  the  trust  hereby  declared  in  his  fsivour  as  aforesaid,  to 
give  limit  or  appoint  unto  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  wife  with  whom 
he  may  intermarry,  and  who  shall  survive  him,  or  the  determination 
of  the  trusts  hereinbefore  declared  in  his  favour  as  aforesaid,  either 
for  her  life  or  for  any  less  interest,  to  take  effect  aft^r  his  decease, 
or  the  determination  of  such  trusts  as  aforesaid  (subject  to  the  said 
life  interest  of  the  said  George  Potts),  any  part  of  the  annual  income 
of  the  said  fund  and  premises,  the  income  whereof  is  hereinbefore 
limited  to  him  for  his  life,  determinable  as  aforesaid  (subject  to  the 
life  interest  therein  of  the  said  George  Potts),  provided  such  interest 
be  limited  to  such  wife  for  her  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit, 
independently  of  any  husband,  and  so  as  not  to  be  subject  to  his 
debts,  control,  contracts,  or  engagements,  and  be  made  determinable 
on  her  ceasing,  either  by  her  own  act  or  by  operation  of  law,  to  be 
entitled  to  the  personal  receipt  thereof." 

Bayly  Potts  survived  George  Potts,  and  died  on  the  29th  of  June, 
1869,  without  issue.  He  had  made  a  will,  dated  the  26th  of  July, 
1864,  by  which  he  purported  to  exercise  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment in  favour  of  the  issue  of  George  Potts  or  James  Beed  by  the 
settlement  reserved  to  him. 

On  the  29th  of  July,  1865,  Bayly  Potts  committed  an  act  by 
which  his  life  interest  under  the  settlement  was  determined. 

The  trusts  of  the  settlement  were  being  administered  in  Court, 
and  a  Petition  was  now  presented  for  distribution  of  the  trust  fund. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  will  of  Bayly  Potts  was  a  good 
exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment. 

Mr.  Southgate,  Q.C./  and  Mr.  Madaren,  for  the  Petitioners,  who 
claimed  in  default  of  appointment : — 

Although  the  will  was  made  previously  to  the  determination 
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H.  B.  of  Bayly  Potts'  life  intei^sBty  it  did  not  come  into  operation  until 

1871  afterwards,  and  therefore  cannot  operate  as  an  execution  of  the 

^^^  power :  Cooper  v.  Martin  (1). 
J.  ••  [They  also  referred  to  Jenney  v.  Andrews  (2).] 

Sir  B.  BaggaUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  E.  CoU,  for  Respondents  in  the 
same  interest. 

Mr.  Jessely  Q,0.,  and  Mr.  EverUt,  for  parties  claiming  under  the 
will : — 

The  manifest  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  settlement  was,  that 
a  will  made  by  Bayly  Potts,  before  forfeiture  of  his  life  interest, 
should  take  effect  although  he  died  after  having  forfeited  such 
interest.  It  is  clear  that  persons  may  enter  into  a  contract  to  that 
effect ;  and  although,  under  these  circumstances,  the  instmmeDt 
by  which  the  power  is  executed  is  not  strictly  a  will,  according  to 
the  legal  definition,  it  is  an  instrument  in  the  nature  of  a  will,  and 
popularly  would  be  termed  such. 

Mr.  Fischer y  Mr.  JB.  Ford,  Mr.  Streeten,  and  Mr.  F.  G.  Armstrong, 
for  other  parties. 


Feb.  15.    LoED  Eomilly,  M.R. : — 

The  question  on  this  Petition  is,  whether,  under  a  proviso  in  a 
deed  of  the  10th  of  February,  1862,  Bayly  Potts  had,  before  his  will 
took  effect,  forfeited  his  life  estate,  and  with  it  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment vested  in  him  by  the  deed.  He  appointed  the  property  by  will 
in  favour  of  William  Beed,  and  subsequently  assigned  his  property 
in  such  a  manner  so  as  to  create  a  forfeiture  under  the  deed  of  the 
10th  of  February,  1862,  and  he  died  on  the  29th  of  June,  1869. 

The  Petitioner  contends  that>  as  the  appointment  by  will  did 
not  come  into  operation  until  the  death  of  Bayly  Potts,  and  was 
necessarily  ambulatory  and  revocable  up  to  that  period,  it  was 
destroyed  by  the  assignment  of  his  interest  under  the  proviso  in 
the  deed  in  question.  For  this  purpose  Qx^er  t.  Martin  is  cited, 
as  governing  the  case.    The  Bespondents  contend  that^  by  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  Ch.  47.  (2)  6  Madd.  26i. 
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terms  of  the  deed  itself,  Cooper  y.  Ma/rtin  (1)  does  not  apply,  but       M.  B« 
that  the  .parties  to  the  deed  intended,  and  clearly  expressed  their        1871 
intention  to  be,  that  a  preyions  appointment  by  will,  that  is,  by  a  will       v<yim 
bearing  date  before  the  forfeiture,  should  take  e£fect,  notwithstand-     ^  ^' 
ing  the  subsequent  forfeiture  and  the  still  more  subsequent  death        -— * 
of  the  testator.    Unless  the  terms  of  the  deed  expressly  specify 
this,  the  rule  of  law,  as  expressed  in  Cooper  v.  Martin,  must  govern 
the  question. 

It  is  therefore  necessary  to  look  through  the  deed  and  see  what 
it  provides:— [His  Lordship  then  stated  the  effect  of  the  deed  as 
above,  and  read  the  clause  relating  to  the  forfeiture  of  Bayly  Potia* 
life  interest]  I  stop  there  for  a  moment^  and  I  think  that  up 
to  this  point  it  appears  pretty  clear  that  every  power  of  every 
sort,  except  the  power  to  be  exercised  jointly  with  his  father,  is 
taken  away  from  Bayly  Potts.  However,  that  is  disputed  by  the 
Bespondents;  but,  before  noticing  their  arguments,  I  think  it 
desirable  to  state  the  next  proviso,  which  is  very  much  relied  upon 
by  the  Bespondents.  The  proviso  is  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
Bayly  Potts  to  make  a  provision  for  a  wife,  and  it  is  as  follows : — 
[His  Lordship  read  it.]  This  proviso  is  much  relied  upon  by  the 
Bespondents,  as  throwing  a  light  upon  the  previous  one.  It  is 
contended  that  this  proviso  has  reference  to  a  will  executed  beforef 
the  determination  of  the  trust,  and  this  must  mean  a  will  exe- 
cuted before  the  forfeiture.  The  words  are,  "  by  any  deed  or  deeds, 
with  or  without  power  of  revocation,  or  by  his  will  or  any  codicil 
or  codicils  thereto  to  be  executed  prior  to  the  determination  of  the 
trusts."  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  the  correct  view  of  the 
proviso,  which  is  to  be  explained  reddendo  singvla  ^inguUs.  There 
are  two  modes  by  which  the  trust  may  be  determined.  One  is  by 
forfeiture,  and  the  other  is  by  the  death  of  Bayly  Potts.  He  may 
make  a  valid  appointment  by  deed  before  the  trusts  are  determined 
by  forfeiture,  and  he  may  make  a  valid  appointment  by  will  before 
the  determination  of  the  trusts  by  death ;  but  he  cannot  make  a 
valid  appointment  by  will,  i,  6.,  an  appointment  which  will  be  irre- 
vocable before  the  determination  of  the  trusts  by  forfeiture.  To  do 
this  the  whole  character  of  the  instrument  qua  will  must  be  altered, 
which  is  impossible. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  47. 
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MB.  In  this,  as  it  appears  to  me,  lies  the  fallacy  of  the  whole  arga- 

1871  ment  addressed  to  me.  It  takes  the  words,  *^  as  if  actually  dead," 
Pom  ^  ^^  ^^^7  ^^^  the  will  irrevocable,  and  as  if  the  appointment  by  it 
^  *'  then  came  into  actual  operation  at  that  time.  But  this  is  im- 
— «  possible.  They  cannot  make  the  will  irrevocable.  They  cannot, 
in  order  to  accomplish  this  object^  turn  the  word '^  will"  in  the 
deed  of  1862  into  these  words,  viz.,  into  '^  an  instrument  in  writing,"* 
and  so  make  it  incapable  of  subsequent  alteration.  The  argament 
of  the  Bespondents  is,  that  the  will,  although  it  is  ambulatory  and 
capable  of  revocation  and  alteration  at  his  pleasure  until  the  for- 
feiture, ceases  to  be  so  the  moment  the  forfeiture  takes  effect;  and 
that  thereupon  the  forfeiture  operates  upon  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  the  will  not  then  proved  or  in  operation,  and  it  makes 
these  provisions  irrevocabla  I  wholly  dissent  from  such  a  view  of 
the  case,  and  from  this  construction  of  the  deed,  which  has,  in  my 
opinion,  no  foundation  in  law  or  in  reason.  It  is  argued  that 
persons  by  agreement  in  a  deed  may  produce  this  result,  but  in  my 
opinion  they  can  only  do  what  is  possible  in  the  nature  of  things. 
They  cannot  by  agreement  give  this  power  to  a  deed  which  creates 
a  forfeiture,  that  it  is  to  convert  a  then  existing  will  remaining  in 
the  possession  of  the  testator  into  an  irrevocable  instrument,  that 
is,  into  something  which  is  not  a  will.  It  is  asked,  suppose  the 
wife  survived  the  husband,  and  that  he  had  made  a  previous 
appointment  by  will  in  her  favour,  would  not  that  operate  in  her 
favour,  notwithstanding  the  proviso  for  forfeiture  ?  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  would  not,  and  that  this  is  in  truth  only  another  mode  of 
putting  the  same  question.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case  is  governed 
by  Cooper  v.  Martin  (1),  that  the  will  does  not  operate  as  an  execution 
of  the  power  until  it  comes  into  operation,  that  it  does  not  come 
into  operation  until  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  no  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  can  make  such  a  will  an  irrevocable 
instrument*  or  invest  it  with  that  character,  by  reason  of  a 
subsequent  forfeiture  of  the  life  estate. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  Q.  B.  Dodd ;  Messrs.  Pattison,  Wigg,  d  Co. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  47. 
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ZAMBACO  V.  CASSAVETTI.  M.  b. 

PracticeSuih/or  nmilar  Ohject^^Decree— Breach  of  Trwt^Ordinary  Decree 

for  Administration — Jt^anfs  Settlement  —  Confirmation  —  Investment  —    Fe6.  23,  24. 
Discretionary  Power,  

A  Plaintiff  who  files  a  bill  for  the  administration  of  a  testator's  estate, 
charging  the  tmstees  and  execntors  with  breaches  of  trast,  may  bring  his  suit 
to  a  hearing  notwithstanding  that  the  ordinary  administration  decree  has 
been  obtained  in  a  suit  subsequently  instituted,  to  which  the  Plaintiff  is  not 
a  party.  If  a  second  decree  is  made,  both  decrees  ought  to  be  prosecuted  in 
the  same  branch  of  the  Court.  Where  a  first  suit  is  stayed  by  reason  of  a 
decree  in  a  second  suit,  the  Plaintiff  in  the  first  suit  will  ordinarily  have 
the  carriage  of  the  decree. 

A  settlement  made  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  on  the  marriage  of  an 
infant,  of  certain  funds  alleged  to  represent  the  infant's  share  under  a  will, 
does  not  operate  as  a  confirmation  of  prior  dealings  by  the  trustees  of  the 
will,  so  as  to  preclude  the  cestuis  que  trust  under  the  settlement  from  filing 
a  bill  charging  the  trustees  under  the  will  with  breaches  of  trust. 

Whether  a  power  to  A,  and  B^  or  other  the  trustees  of  a  will  for  the  time 
being,  to  make  such  investments  of  the  funds  subject  thereto,  as  they  may  in 
their  discretion  think  fit,  authorises  the  survivor  of  A.  and  B,  to  invest  in 
foreign  securities,  qumre. 

DeMETBIUS  GIOVANNI  CASSAVETTI,  by  his  will,  dated 
the  26th  of  July,  1858,  after  making  specifiic  bequests  to  his  wife, 
Euphroeyne  Cassavettiy  and  after  directing  his  said  wife  and  his 
brother  Aleosander  Qicvanni  CassavetH,  out  of  his  estate,  in  such 
manner  as  they  should  think  fit,  to  raise  the  sum  of  £10,000  to  be 
applied  for  philanthropic  purposes,  directed  that  his  said  wife  and 
brother,  or  other  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  his  will,  should, 
from  and  out  of  his  moiety  of  the  business  carried  on  by  himself 
and  his  said  brother,  in  such  manner  as  they  should  deem  most 
proper,  realise  the  sum  of  £60,000,  that  is  to  say,  £40,000  within 
one  year  from  his  death,  and  £20,000  within  two  years  from  that 
period,  and  should  invest  the  same,  when  realised,  in  such  manner 
as  to  securities  and  otherwise  as  they  should  in  their  discretion 
think  fit;  and  he  empowered  his  said  wife  and  brother  to  carry  on 
the  said  business  for  such  time  as  they  should  think  fit ;  and  as  to 
all  his  real  estate,  and  the  said  sum  of  £60,000,  and  his  moiety  of 
the  said  business  (subject  as  aforesaid),  and  as  to  all  the  residue  of 
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M.  B.      his  personal  estate,  the  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  the  same, 

1871       subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary 

Zaubaoo     expenses,  to  his  said  wife  and  brother  upon  trust,  as  to  one-third 

^     *•  thereof,  in  manner  therein  mentioned ;   and  as  to  the  remaining 

two-thirds  thereof,  upon  trust  for  his  son  Alexander  CassaveUi  at 

twenty-one,  and  his  daughter  Mary  Terpsitliea  Cassavdii  at  twenty- 
one  or  marriage,  with  benefit  of  survivorship,  as  therein  mentioned 
And  the  testator  declared  that  his  said  wife  and  his  said  brother, 
or  other  the  trustees  for  the  time  being,  might,  at  their  discretioD, 
sell  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  upon  such  terms  and  at  such 
times  as  they  should  think  fit ;  and  that  the  moneys  to  be  received 
from  any  such  sale  or  sales  should  be  invested  or  applied  on 
security  or  otherwise  in  such  way  as  his  said  wife  and  her  said 
brother,  or  other  the  trustees  for  the  time  being,  might  in  their 
absolute  discretion  think  fit  The  will  contained  a  power  for  the 
appointment  of  new  trustees ;  and  Euphrosyne  Casaavetti  and 
Alexander  Giovanni  Cassavetti  were  appointed  executors. 

The  testator  died  on  the  7th  of  August,  1858,  leaving  his  widow 
and  the  two  children  named  in  the  will,  both  infants,  him  surviving. 
In  1861  a  marriage  was  in  contemplation  between  Mary  Terpst- 
thea  Cassavetii  (then  an  infant  of  eighteen  or  thereabouts)  and 
BemetriuB  Zamhaeo ;  and  with  a  view  to  obtainimg  the  sanction  of 
the  Court  to  a  settlement  of  Miss  Cassavettts  fortune,  a  bill  was 
filed  in  her  name  against  her  uncle  and  mother,  the  trustees  of 
her  father's  will.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  might 
be  administered,  and  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  Plaintiff  might 
be  secured  for  her  benefit. 

A  settlement,  dated  the  6th  of  July,  1861,  to  which  Demetriw 
Zamhaeo,  Mary  Terpsithsa  Cassavetti,  Euphrasyne  Cassavetti,  and 
Alexander  Giovanni  Cassavetti  were  pcurties,  was  prepared  and 
settled  pursuant  to  an  order  made  in  the  suit  It  contained 
recitals  to  the  effect  that  all  the  debts  and  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses  of  the  testator  had  been  paid,  and  his  co-part- 
nership business  had  been  wound  up ;  that  all  his  real  estate 
within  the  United  Kingdom  had  been  sold,  as  also  certain  real 
estate  in  Egypt,  but  that  pai*t  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate 
in  Egypt  had  not  been  as  yet  received,  and  that  some  debts  due 
to  the  testator's  estate  had  not  been  recovered ;  and  that  the  sum 
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of  £60^000^  mentioned  in  the  will,  had  been  raised,  and  had  been,       M.  R. 
with  the  residue   of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  testator's  estate       1871 
already  realised  (amonnting  to  £121,321  14a.  8(2.),  invested  in     zambaoo 
the  names  of   Euphrosyne  Cassavetti    and   Alexander   Giovanni  Q^gg^virpn 

Cassavetti  as  follows :  £49,642  19a.  8d.  in  certain  foreign  stocks       

and  securities ;  £72,328  15a.  in  the  purchase  of  £78,000  New 
3  per  Cents. ;  and  £2350  in  the  purchase  of  a  leasehold  house.  By 
it  Mary  TerpsUJiea  CassavetH  (with  the  sanction  of  the  Court) 
and  Demetrius  Zambaco  assigned  the  third  part,  to  which  Mary 
TerpsHhea  Cassavetii  was  under  the  will  of  her  father  entitled  in 
expectancy  on  attaining  twenty-one  or  marrying,  of  and  in  the 
said  sum  of  £121,321  14a.  8d.  so  realised  as  aforesaid,  to  trustees 
upon  trust,  from  and  after  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage  be- 
tween her  and  Demetrius  Zamhaco,  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  the 
children  of  the  marriage,  with  power  for  her  to  appoint  part  of  the 
income  of  the  property,  not  exceeding  half,  to  be  paid  after  her 
death  to  Demetritis  Zambaco  during  his  life.  There  was  a  covenant 
for  the  settlement  npon  the  like  trusts  of  all  the  real  and  personal 
estate  to  which  Mary  Terpsithea  Cassavetti,  or  Demetrius  Zambaco 
in  her  right,  should,  upon  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage 
between  them,  or  at  any  time  or  times  afterwards  during  the  cover- 
ture, be  or  become  absolutely  entitled  in  possession  or  reversion, 
subject,  however,  to  certain  specified  exceptions,  but  including 
in  such  covenant  the  share  of  Mary  Terpsithea  Zambaco  in  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  Egyptian  real  estate,  and  the  unre- 
covered  debts  due  to  the  testator's  estate,  and  also  any  share  in  the 
real  or  personal  estate  of  the  testator  to  which  she  might  become 
entitled  by  the  death  of  her  brother  Alexander  Cassavetti  under 
twenty-one. 

The  marriage  took  place  on  the  20th  of  July,  1861,  and  there 
had  been  issue  of  it  two  children,  Demetrius  Francois  Zambaco  and 
Marie  Euphrosyne  Zambaco.  After  the  sanction  of  the  Court  had 
been  obtained  to  the  settlement  of  the  16th  of  July,  1861,  no 
further  steps  were  taken  in  the  said  suit. 

On  the  17th  of  August,  1862,  Alexander  Giovanni  Cassavetti 
died.  No  trustee  of  the  testator's  will  had  been  appointed  in  his 
place. 

In  November,  1868,  the  present  suit  was  instituted  by  Demetrius 


CAflBATEin. 


442  EQUITY  CASEa  [L.B. 

H.  B.  Zombaco  and  his  two  infietnt  children  as  Plaintiffs  against  Efiphro- 
1871  Byne  Cassanriii,  the  representatives  of  Alexander  Giovanni  Catuh 
ZambIoo  ^^^*  ^^^  trustees  of  the  settlement  of  July,  1861,  Mary  TBrpri- 
thea  Zambaeo  (the  wife  of  Demetrius  Za7nhaco\  and  Aleaoamder 
Cassavettiy  the  son  of  the  testator.  The  bill  chained  that  Eufhro- 
$yne  Caeeavetti  and  Alexander  Giovanni  Caseavetti  jointly,  during 
the  life  of  the  latter,  and  Euphrosyne  Cassavetti  alone  since  his 
death,  had  been  guilty  of  divers  breaches  of  trust,  and  particularly 
had  improperly  retained  certain  funds  to  which  the  testator  was 
entitled  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  their  then  state  of  inyestment 
in  foreign  securities,  and  had  also  inyested  moneys  coming  to  their 
or  her  hands  in  improper  securities ;  and  it  prayed  for  administra- 
tion of  the  testator's  estate,  and  for  relief  in  respect  of  the  breaches 
of  trust 

In  March,  1869,  a  suit  was  instituted  by  Alexander  CanavdU 
against  Euphrosyne  Cassavetti  and  the  representatiyes  of  Alexander 
Giovanni  Cassa/veltiy  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  estate. 
The  bill  in  the  last-mentioned  suit  contained  no  averments  as  to 
breaches  of  trust,  and  the  ordinary  administration  decree  was  made 
therein  by  consent  on  the  24th  of  April,  1869. 

The  present  suit  now  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  the  Plaintifib  pro- 
posed to  take  a  decree  for  administration,  with  special  inquiries  as 
to  the  non-conversion  of  the  foreign  securities  to  which  the  testator 
was  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  as  to  subsequent  iuTSst- 
ments  in  foreign  securities. 

Mr.  Jeesd^  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barher,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Sir  B.  BaggaMay^  Q-C.,  and  Mr.  Marten^  for  Euphrosyne  Cam- 
vetti : — 

We  say  that  it  is  both  improper  and  unnecessary  to  bring  tbi» 
suit  to  a  hearing. 

In  the  first  place,  Demetrius  Zombaco  has  no  interest  what- 
ever in  the  testator's  estate,  and  therefore  is  improperly  made  a 
Plaintiff'. 

As  r^ards  the  non-conversion  of  foreign  securities  to  which 
the  testator  was  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  trustees  of 
his  will  had  an  absolute  discretion  as  to  investments,  with  which 
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the  Court  will  not  interfere :  In  re  SewdTs  Estate  (1).    Besides,  tbe       M.  R. 
two  infant  Plaintiffs,  who  alone  can  complain,  claim  esclusiyely        1871 
under  the  settlement  of  July,  1861,  which  is  an  ahsolute  adoption     zambaoo 
of  everything  done  by  the  trustees  up  to  that  time. 

As  to  the  subsequent  investments  in  foreign  securities,  that  was 
done  in  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  trustees,  and  the 
Court  will  not  interfere.  That  discretion  was  annexed  to  the  office 
of  trustee,  and  so  capable  of  being  exercised  by  Euphrosyne 
Cassav^ti  after  the  death  of  the  co-trustee :  Lewin  on  Trusts  (2). 
Beaddes,  any  relief  to  which  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  in  this 
respect,  might  have  been  obtained  in  the  suit  of  Oassavetti  v.  Caasch 
ifetti,  in  which  a  decree  has  already  been  made ;  or,  if  not,  relief 
can  only  be  given  upon  a  supplemental  bill,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill 
of  review ;  and  such  a  bill  could  only  be  filed  with  the  leave  of 
the  Court,  and  after  a  specific  breach  of  trust  has  been  proved : 
Partington  v.  Beynolds  (3) ;  Massey  v.  Maa&ey  (4). 

Mr.  WickenSy  and  Mr.  BodweH,  for  the  other  Defendants. 

LOBD  ROMILLT,  M.R. : — 

I  think  the  decree  in  this  case  is  a  matter  of  course,  and  I  have 
been  exceedingly  surprised  at  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
Defendants,  which  seems  to  set  at  nought  the  practice  which  has 
obtained  in  this  Court  ever  since  I  sat  here. 

A  person  who,  as  I  shall  for  the  present  assume,  has  a  right  to  file 
a  bill,  files  a  bill  on  the  16th  of  November,  1868  ;  and  thereupon, 
persons  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of  that  suit,  and  not  liking 
that  suit,  file  a  bill  in  the  month  of  March  following,  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  the  Plaintiff  from  obtaining  a  decree  in  the 
first  suit.  Now  the  two  suits  are  either  the  same  or  they  are  not. 
In  the  first  place,  assume  that  they  are  the  same.  Then  the  inva- 
riable practice  of  this  Court  has  been  to  do  this — to  say,  *^  One 
decree  shall  be  made  in  both  suits;"  or  if  a  decree  has  been 
already  obtained,  ^'  We  will  stop  the  first  suit  if  you  have  got  the 
decree  in  the  second  suit  first ;  and  we  will  give  the  conduct  of  that 
decree  to  the  person  who  first  filed  the  bill."    That  is  the  practice 

(1)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  80.  (3)  4  Drew.  253. 

(2)  5th  Ed.  p.  437.  (4)  2  J.  <&  H.  728. 
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that^  in  the  absence  of  special  circumstances,  I  haye  invariably  fol- 
lowed, and  it  is  usual  for  the  person  who  has  obtained  the  decree 
in  the  second  suit  to  apply  by  motion  (informing  the  Plaintifi  in 
the  first  suit  that  a  decree  has  been  obtained),  for  ^the  purpose 
of  stopping  further  proceedings  in  the  suit  which  was  first  insti- 
tuted. Now,  not  only  is  that  the  practice,  but  it  is  of  frequent 
occurrence. 

Now  suppose  the  suits  are  not  for  exactly  the  same  purpose. 
Then,  when  the  application  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  stopping  the 
proceedings  in  the  first  suit,  the  Plaintiffs  in  that  suit  say :  ^The 
decree  that  you  have  obtained  will  not  do ;  our  suit  must  come  to 
a  hearing,  because  it  is  for  a  different  purpose,  and  it  is  a  purpose 
which  must  be  accomplished."  Thereupon  the  Court,  if  it  is  of 
that  opinion,  allows  the  cause  to  proceed,  and  it  comes  on  to  be 
heard.  Then  if  the  two  suits  are  in  a  great  measure  connected 
together,  what  the  Court  does  is  to  direct  that  the  second  decree 
which  is  made  in  the  suit  so  allowed  to  proceed  to  a  hearing,  and 
which  is  in  truth  the  first  suit  instituted,  shall  be  prosecuted  before 
the  same  Judge,  and  in  the  same  Chambers,  and  before  the  same 
Chief  Clerk,  in  which  the  former  decree  is  prosecuted,  in  order  to 
avoid  all  expenses  that  might  possibly  be  incurred  by  haying  two 
suits.    That  is  the  regular  practice. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  person  who  has  got  the  decree  to  stop  the 
first  suit,  if  it  is  a  suit  that  can  properly  be  stopped,  and  to  apply 
to  the  Court  for  that  purpose.  In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
second  suit  has  not  so  applied,  for  a  very  plain  reason,  because  he 
could  not  have  stopped  it.  That  is  quite  obvious,  and  accordingly 
this  suit  has  come  to  a  hearing ;  and  then  the  only  question  is, 
whether  these  inquiries  are  fit  and  proper. 

Now,  with  respect  to  the  father,  I  confess  I  do  not  see  what  his 
interest  was  in  the  suit.  I  haye  not  heard  a  reply  upon  that  sub* 
ject,  because  Sir  B.  BaggaUay  informed  me  he  did  not  intend 
to  press  it,  and  I  think  very  wisely,  as  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  his  children  were  entitled  to  be  Plaintiffs;  and  it  merely 
comes  to  this,  that  their  father  might  haye  been  their  next  friend 
instead  of  being  himself  the  Plaintiff,  and  in  either  case  he  would 
be  responsible  for  costs.  It  seems  to  be  very  natural  (it  being 
unquestionably  his  suit — that  is  admitted  by  everybody)  that  he 
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Bhoiild  institute  a  suit  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  are  the       M.R. 
contingent  shares  of  his  children,  and  of  having  those  shares        1871 
secured  for  their  benefit  in  case  they  should  attain  the  age  when     zahbaoo 
the  contingency  becomes  vested  in  them,  and  the  interest  of  the  o^gg^yj^pr, 
children  becomes  absolute.  

Now,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  doctrines  have  been  brought 
forward  which,  if  I  tmderstand  them  fully,  amount  to  this,  viz., 
that  if  a  trustee  commits  a  breach  of  trust,  sells  out  consols  and 
invests  the  proceeds,  for  instance  in  Pennsylvanian  Bonds  or  things 
of  that  sort,  which  may  have  been  repudiated  by  the  State,  and 
if  these  bonds  are  made  the  subject  of  a  settlement  by  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  the  persons  who  are  the  eestuis  que  trust  under  that 
settlement  cannot  afterwards  complain  of  the  breach  of  trust  of 
the  trustees  in  converting  the  consols  into  Pennsylvanian  Bonds. 
All  I  can  say  is,  that  if  that  were  the  law,  I  should  in  every  settle- 
ment I  make  in  Chambers  insert  a  proviso  to  this  effect — ^**  Pro- 
vided that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prejudice  or  affect  the 
right  of  any  person  who  claims  an  interest  under  this  settlement, 
or  any  child  hereafter  to  be  bom,  to  contest  the  propriety  of  any 
acts  by  which  the  trustees  have  converted  any  original  funds  into 
the  funds  which  form  the  foundation  of  this  settlement."  But  I 
am  of  opinion  that  such  is  not  the  law. 

On  the  question  whether  the  trustees  had  full  and  perfect  dis- 
cretion to  buy  these  stocks,  I  do  not  intend  to  express  any  opinion 
at  alL  If  I  were  inclined  to  express  any  opinion,  I  should  be  dis- 
posed to  think  that  the  testator  did  intend  to  give  them  a  very 
full  discretion  upon  the  matter.  But  in  saying  this  I  do  not  at 
all  assent  to  Mr.  MarterCs  argument,  which  was,  that  a  discretion 
vested  in  two  particular  trustees  is  a  power  annexed  to  the  trust, 
which  cannot  be  separated  from  it,  and  that  therefore  it  applies  to 
a  single  trustee,  although  the  testator  has  expressly  stated  that  it 
is  to  be  confined  to  two  particular  persons.  The  discretion  given 
to  two  particular  persons  no  doubt  belongs  to  them  so  long  as  they 
continue  to  be  trustees,  but  if  it  is  confined  to  them,  and  if  they 
cease  to  be  trustees,  it  is  not  continued  to  their  successors,  who 
merely  perform  those  duties  which  are  essential  for  carrying  into 
effect  the  uses  and  benefits  which  are  given  under  the  trusts  of  the 
instruments,  and  the  discretion  itself  is  actually  gone,  unless  the 
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M.  B.  testator,  or  the  person  who  has  created  the  trust,  thinks  fit  to 

1871  confirm  it  to  the  successors. 

x^^j^Qo  Therefore  I  shall  make  a  decree  as  asked  by  the  Plaintiffs ;  bat 

^     ••  if,  as  I  understand,  the  suit  of  Cassavetti  v.  Cassavetti,  in  which  a 

Cassavftti. 

decree  has  already  been  made,  is  being  prosecuted  in  another 

branch  of  the  Court,  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  suit  must,  at  my  reqaest, 
make  the  proper  application  for  the  transfer  of  both  causes  to  the 
same  branch  of  the  C!ourt,  so  that  both  decrees  may  be  prosecuted 
together. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  Shoubridge  ;  Messrs.  Thomas  &  Holhms. 


March  S, 


M.  B.  COCKS  V.  CHANDLEE. 

^^  Injunction^Trade-mark'-'Uae  </  the  toords  "  T?ie  original.'' 

The  original  inventor  of  a  new  mannractiire,  and  persons  claiming  under 
him,  are  alone  entitled  to  designate  sach  manufacture  as  **  the  original ;"  sod 
if  he  or  they  have  been  in  the  habit  of  so  designating  their  manufacture^  an 
iDJunction  will  be  granted  to  restrain  another  manufacturer  from  applying  the 
designation  to  his  goods. 

1  HE  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  by  the  successor  in  business  of  the 
original  inventor  of  *^  Beading  sauce/'  and  prayed  that  the  De- 
fendant (who  was  also  a  manufacturer  of  Reading  sauce)  might 
be  restrained  from  passing  off  upon  any  person  or  persons  whomso- 
ever his  sauce  as  "The  Original  Beading  Sauce,"  or  by  any  similar 
or  equivalent  designation. 

It  appeared  that  the  sauce  in  question  was  invented  many  yeais 
ago  by  James  Cocks  of  Beading,  and  named  by  him  **  Beading 
sauce,"  and  under  that  name  acquired  a  considerable  reputation. 
The  success  of  the  manufacture  induced  other  persons  \o  make 
and  sell  what  they  called  *^ Beading  sauce;"  and  in  order  to  dis- 
tinguish the  article  manufactured  by  James  Cocks  and  his  successors 
in  business,  he  and  they  had  for  many  years  (but  for  how  long  did 
not  appear)  been  in  the  habit  of  wrapping  the  bottles  of  sauce  sold 
by  them  in  wrappers,  upon  which  was  printed  a  label,  the  form  of 
which  was  varied  from  time  to  time,  but  in  which  the  sauce  was 
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always  designated  as  ^  The  Original  Beading  Sauce."    The  label  if.  a 

in  use  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill  was  printed  in  red  ink,  1871 

and  was  surmounted  by  the  arms  of  the  borough  of  Reading,  with  oooea 

royal  supporters ;  having  across  them  the  words  "  Charles  Cocke  *  oaANDuia 

on  a  white  label ;  and  underneath  was  the  following  legend : —  

The  Original 

Beading  Sauce, 

Prepared  only  by 

Charles  Cocks, 

The  sole  Proprietor  and  Manufacturer, 

No.  6,  Duke  Street,  Beading. 

The  Defendant  used  a  wrapper  having  on  it  a  label  surmounted 
by  the  royal  arms,  and  underneath  the  following  inscription  : — 

The  Original  Beading  Sauce, 

Prepared  by 

Christopher  Chandler  db  Co., 

At  their  Export  and  Italian  Warehouse, 

1,  Church  Street,  Bermondsey, 

London. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  Plaintiff  that  the  only  thing  to  which 
objection  could  be  taken  was  the  use  of  the  words  ^^  The  original " 
on  the  Defendant's  wrappers ;  the  labels  thereon  being  in  all  other 
respects  distinguishable  from  the  Plaintiff's,  and  those  used  on  the 
bottles  being  entirely  unobjectionable. 

The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  alleged  that  the  sauce  manufac* 
tured  by  him  was  made  from  an  original  recipe  to  which  the 
Plaintiff  had  no  title,  and  submitted  that  his  sauce  deserved  the 
title  of  original  as  much  as  that  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  he  further 
alleged  that  the  Plaintiff's  sauce  was  known  to  the  trade  and  the 
public  as  *'  Cocks^  Beading  sauce,"  and  not  as  the  "  original  Beading 
sauce."  Evidence  in  support  of  the  last-mentioned  allegations  was 
given  on  his  behalf;  while,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  two  of  the 
partners  in  the  firm  of  Crosse  &  Blacktvett,  sauce  and  pickle  manu* 
facturers  in  London,  deposed  that  the  use  of  the  word  ''  original " 
as  part  of  the  title  or  description  of  a  sauce  such  as  Beading  sauce, 
was  generally  understood  to  indicate  that  the  pauce  so  described 
was  the  manufacture  of  the  person  who  first  introduced  it  to  the 
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M.  &       notice  of  thd  public^  or  of  those  claiming  nnder  him,  and  as  ap- 

1871       plied  to  Beadinff  sauce  would  lead  those  in  the  trade  and  the 

0^^       public  to  conclude  that  the  sauce  so  described  was  the  manniao 

GBAirDLDL    *^^®  ^^  James  Cocks  or  his  successors.    There  was  no  evidence  that 

any  one  had  been  misled  by  the  use  of  the  words  in  question  on 

the  Defendant's  wrappers. 

The  Defendant  admitted  that,  with  the  exception  of  one  Biehard 
MiUar  of  SpUalJields^  no  person  other  than  himself  and  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  Plaintiff's  predecessors  had  ever  made  or  sold  sauce  mider 
the  name  of  ^  The  Original  Reading  Sauce."  As  to  Richard  UiUaf, 
it  was  shewn  that,  previously  to  1864^  he  had  used  labels  containing 
the  words  in  question ;  but  he  appeared  to  have  carried  on  business 
only  in  a  small  way,  and  had  since  died,  and  the  Plaintiff  alleged 
that  he  had  never  heard  of  him. 

A  motion  for  an  injunction  was  made,  and  the  Defendant  gave 
an  undertaking  not  to  use  the  words  complained  of  until  the 
hearing  of  the  cause. 
The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Roxburffh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A,  E.  Miller,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

We  say  that  the  Plaintiff  is  exclusively  entitled  to  the  use  of 
the  words  "  The  original "  on  two  grounds  :  first,  because  the 
Plaintiff  is  the  successor  in  business  of  the  original  inventor  of  the 
sauce ;  secondly,  because  the  Plaintiff  has  by  user  become  entitled 
to  the  words  as  denoting  the  name  of  the  sauce,  on  the  principle 
laid  down  in  Braham  y.  Bustard  (1). 

[They  referred  to  an  unreported  case  of  Lazenby  v.  Whiter  in 
which  an  injunction  had  been  granted  by  the  Master  of  the  BoUs 
(whose  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal),  to  restrain  a  member  of 
the  family  of  Lazenby  from  selling  his  sauce  as  **  The  original 
Lazenby's  Earvey  sauce."] 

Mr.  Codkson  (Mr.  Jessel,  Q.C.,  with  him),  relied  on  the  facts  that 
the  labels  of  the  Defendant  could  not  be  mistaken  for  those  of 
the  Plaintiff,  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  person  haying 
been  misled  by  the  use  of  the  words  **  The  original." 

(1)  1  H.  &  M.  447. 
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[He  referred  to  Brotvne  y.  Freeman  (1)   aivd    BlacJeiveB   v.       M.  R. 
OrdO)  (2).]  1871 


OUORS 

LOBD  BOMILLT,  M.R : —  ^     •• 

It  is  essential,  when  persons  in  trade  come  into  this  Court,  that        

they  should  remember  that  the  administration  of  equity  is  founded 
on  perfect  truth,  and  that  if  persons  attempt  to  mislead  the  public 
by  stating  that  which  is  not  true,  this  Court  will  restrain  them 
upon  a  clear  case  being  made  out  against  them. 

I  do  not  consider  this  a  case  of  spurious  imitation.  There  may 
be  a  certain  resemblance  in  the  labels  and  in  the  wrappers ;  but 
that  is  not  what  is  complained  of.  The  complaint  made  by  the 
bill  is  confined  to  the  use  of  the  word  *'  original."  I  wholly  dis- 
regard the  evidence  of  a  number  of  tradesmen  who  are  interested 
in  the  question,  who  come  forward  and  tell  me  what  is  the  meaning 
of  the  word  '*  original,"  because  that  is  a  question  which  I  have 
already  tried  and  determined  myself  in  the  case  of  Lazenby  y.  White, 
and  as  to  which  my  judgment  has  been  affirmed.  Where  there 
are  a  great  number  of  persons  who  produce  the  same  ailicle, 
**  original "  means  that  the  article  so  called  is  that  made  by  the 
first  inyentor.  That  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  original "  which 
the  Court  of  Chancery  has  always  recognised. 

It  was  urged  before  me  that  the  word  **  original "  is  not  like  the 
word  '*  chlorodyne,"  or  '*  excelsior,"  or  the  like,  and  that  a  person 
cannot  be  enjoined  from  stating,  '*  I  am  the  original  inyentor  of 
the  Beading  sauce,"  because,  if  originality  consists  in  haying 
inyented  it  only  the  day  before,  anybody  may  be  an  original 
inyentor.  Now  it  appears  in  this  case  that  the  original  invention 
of  Beading  sauce  was  by  a  person  who  died  fifty  years  ago,  and 
who  gaye  the  sauce  that  name.  If  he  bad  thought  fit  to  interfere 
when  persons  sold  Beading  sauce,  he  might  probably  haye  obtained 
an  injunction  from  this  Court  to  prevent  them  from  selling  Beading 
sauce;  but,  when  he  has  acquiesced  in  that  for  a  considerable 
length  of  time,  and  by  acquiescing  has  barred  himself  from  the 
right  of  stopping  persons  from  selling  Beading  sauce,  to  the  use 
of  which  name  he  probably  had  in  the  first  instance  acquired  a 
righty  then  it  became  important  to  use  the  word  *'  original "  for 

(1)  12  W.  R.  305  ;  4  K  R.  476.  (2)  8G  L.  J.  (Ch.)  504. 
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M.  R.      the  purpose  of  shewing  that  he  was  the  first  inventor ;  and  he  is 

1871        fully  entitled  to  do  so.    But  if  the  person  who  uses  the  word  is  not 

Cooks       ^^^  original  inventor,  or  a  person  claiming  under  him,  then  the 

word  **  original "  is  worth  nothing.    It  is  only  in  the  character  of 

being  the  first  inventor  that  any  person  is  entitled  to  the  use  of 

that  word. 

In  this  case  it  is  shewn  that  a  person  named  Miliar  committed 
a  gross  piracy  in  this  matter,  and  that  it  was  not  complained  of. 
But  does  that  justify  another  person  in  doing  the  same  thing,  or 
anything  like  it  ?  If  the  Plaintiff  had  thought  fit,  he  might  have 
stopped  Millar  from  doing  what  he  did ;  but  I  do  not  think  that 
that  amounts  to  acquiescence  which  will  entitle  any  other  person 
to  do  the  same. 

The  question  then  is  this :  There  being  abundant  evidence  to 
shew  that  there  are  a  great  number  of  persons  who  make  Beading 
sauce,  whether  the  person  who  is  the  owner  of  the  original  recipe 
which  gave  the  name,  and  from  which  the  article  called  ^'  Beading 
sauce  "  acquired  its  character,  is  not  entitled  to  say,  ^'  I  hold  under 
the  original  inventor,  and  the  word  *  original '  means  that,  and 
nothing  else." 

The  evidence  and  argument  of  the  Defendant  is  to  the  effect 
that  the  word  **  original "  could  and  would  deceive  nobody.  All  I 
can  say  is,  that  it  would  deceive  me.  If  I,  wishing  to  have  the 
Beading  sauce,  which  has  acquired  a  great  reputation  in  the 
market,  went  into  a  shop  and  asked  for  Beading  sauce,  and  was  told 
that  there  were  several  Beading  sauces,  I  should  say:  "Which 
is  the  Original  Beading  Sauce?"  or  if  there  was  a  bottle  given  to 
me  with  the  word  ^'original"  upon  it,  I  should  assume  that  to  be 
correct,  and  I  should  not  assume  it  to  be  made  by  anybody  but 
the  original  inventor.  I  do  not  think  I  should  be  inclined  to  pur- 
chase a  bottle  with  the  word  ** original"  upon  it  if  I  did  not 
believe  that  the  person  putting  that  word  on  the  label  was  the  ori- 
ginal inventor.  It  is  quite  true  that  the  right  to  use  the  word 
^'original"  does  not  arise  in  the  first  instance.  If  two  persons 
applied  that  word  to  a  sauce  within  a  few  dajrs  of  each  other,  both 
of  them  might  call  it  original,  and  no  doubt,  if  one  did  so  a  few 
days  before  the  other,  the  word  "  original "  would  not  then  be  of 
any  great  value.   But  the  importance  of  it  is,  when  from  the  repu* 
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tetion  obtained  by  the  sauce  in  the  market  an  abundance  of  manu-       M.  R. 
facturers  spring  up,  then  the  person  who  has  become  the  owner  of       1871 
the  original  recipe  is  entitled  to  say  he  is  the  original  inventor.       Gogkb 
The  Defendant  must  suppose  it  is  worth  something,  or  why  does    q^^^j^^^^ 

not  he  abide  by  the  undertaking  he  had  given,  instead  of  compel-       

ling  the  Plaintiff  to  bring  the  cause  to  a  hearing  ? 

No  doubt  there  are  persons  in  the  trade  who  know  the  difference; 
who  may  truly  give  evidence  that  they  never  were  or  could  be 
deceived  by  the  word  "  original " ;  but  they  sell  to  customers  who, 
when  they  buy  sauce  marked  with  the  word  "original,"  pre- 
sume that  they  have  got  the  original  Readinff  ssaicey  or  the  original 
Harvey's  sauce.  When  the  case  as  to  Lazenhtfs  Harvey  sauce  was 
before  me,  I  thought  it  a  case  of  considerable  difficulty,  because  the 
Defendant  in  that  case  was  a  person  of  the  name  of  Lazeribyy  or  at 
least  was  a  person  who  bought  the  recipe  from  a  person  of  the  name 
of  Lazenby,  who  was  descended  from  the  original  inventor,  and  who 
declared  that  he  had  got  the  original  recipe ;  but  the  Plaintiffs 
proved  their  title  to  it  from  the  original  inventor,  who  sold  it,  I 
think,  in  Edward  Street,  Portman  Square  ;  and  I  said  in  that  case 
that  the  Defendant  must  not  do  anything  which  would  make  it 
appear  as  if  his  were  the  sauce  made  according  to  the  recipe  of  the 
person  who  originally  invented  it  and  who  originally  gave  the 
title  to  it. 

That  is  what  is  been  done  in  this  case :  the  Defendant  has  called 
his  '^  The  Original  Reading ^eLXiQe\^  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  he 
is  not  entitled  to  use  the  word  '^  original,"  and  that  the  duty  of 
this  Court  is  to  prevent  him  from  using  that  word  as  applied 
to  Beading  sauce.  Accordingly,  I  grant  an  injunction  against  the 
use  of  the  word  "  original." 

I  repeat  that  I  do  not  treat  this  as  a  case  of  imitation.  I  treat 
it  simply  as  a  device  to  induce  the  public  to  believe  that  the  person 
who  sells  this  sauce  has  the  recipe  from  which,  originally,  this 
peculiar  sauce  for  fish  and  culinary  purposes  was  made,  and  which 
was  sold  originally  under  the  name  of  Beading  sauce,  and  has 
acquired  such  great  reputation. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Courtenay  &  Groomed  agents  for  Mr.  Alexander 
Beale,  Beading  ;  Messrs.  Bisiley  dk  Stoker. 

2N2  2 
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M.  B.  EOPER-CURZON  v.  KOPEE-CURZON. 

1871 


Marriage  Settlement — Power  qf  Advancement — Post-nuptial  Settlement  hyScnif 

Jan,  27 ;  the  Marriage. 

March  6. 

A  power  in  a  marriage  settlement  to  advance  to  a  son  of  the  marrnse  pftrt 
of  the  trust  funds  for  placing  or  establishing  him  in  any  business,  profes8ioD,or 
employment,  or  otherwise  for  his  advancement  or  preferment  iu  the  world:— 
Eeldf  to  authorize  the  payment  of  part  of  the  trust  fund  to  the  trustees  of  a 
post-nuptial  settlement  made  by  a  son  in  favour  of  himself  and  his  wife  and 
the  issue  of  their  marriage,  neither  the  son  nor  his  wife  being  entitled  to  any 
*  property  producing  an  immediate  income,  and  the  son  being  engaged  in  studj, 

preparatory  to  enteriog  the  legal  profession. 

IHIS  was  a  special  case. 

By  the  settlement,  dated  the  7th  of  November,  1837,  made  on 
the  occasion  of  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Roper-Curzon,  certain 
personal  estate  was  settled  upon  trust  for  Mrs.  Boper-Curzon  for 
her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  with  re- 
mainder to  her  husband  during  his  life  if  he  should  survive,  with 
remainder  to  such  of  the  issue  of  the  marriage  as  they  should 
jointly  by  deed,  or  as  the  survivor  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint; 
and  in  default,  for  such  the  children  of  the  marriage  as,  being  sons, 
should  attain  twenty-one,  or,  being  daughters,  should  attain  that 
age  or  marry ;  and  if  more  than  one,  in  equal  shares.  The  settle- 
ment contained  a  power  for  the  trustees,  after  the  death  of  the 
survivor  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Roper-Curzon^  or  in  the  lifetime  of  hoth 
with  their  previous  consent,  or  in  the  lifetime  of  the  survivor  with 
his  or  her  previous  consent,  to  advance  to  or  for  each  or  any  of 
the  sons  of  the  marriage  any  part,  not  exceeding  one-half  of  hia 
expectant  share  of  and  in  the  trust  funds,  for  placing  or  establishing 
him  in  any  business,  profession,  or  employment,  or  otherwise  for  the 
advancement  or  preferment  in  the  world  of  the  same  son  or  sons, 
and  that  the  money  to  be  so  advanced  to  or  for  each  of  the  same 
sons  should  be  deducted  and  taken  out  of  his  share  of  the  trust 
money,  notwithstanding  his  death  before  the  same  should  become 
absolutely  vested  in  him.  There  was  no  power  of  advancement  to 
daughters. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Boper-Curzon  were  both  living,  and  tae  latter  had 
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attained  the  age  of  fiftj-seyen.  There  had  been  two  children  of 
the  marriage ~ a  son,  who  had  attained  twenty-one,  and  a  daughter, 
who  was  still  an  infant.  In  1869  the  son  married;  no  settlement 
was  executed  on  the  occasion  of  the  marriage ;  neither  he  nor  his 
wife  was  entitled  to  any  property  producing  an  immediate  income, 
and  he  was  studying  for  the  profession  of  the  law,  but  could  not 
enter  on  the  practice  of  it  for  a  year  at  least.  The  power  of 
appointment  contained  in  the  settlement  had  not  been  exercised. 

The  case,  as  originally  filed,  stated  that  the  son  had  applied  to 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement  to  advance  him  part  of  his  expectant 
share  of  the  trust  funds,  and  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Boper-Gv/Tzon  were 
willing  to  consent  to  the  advance  to  him  of  one-fourth  of  the  trust 
funds  upon  his  undertaking  to  execute  a  settlement  thereof  on 
himself  and  his  wife  and  children. 

The  question  was,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  trustees 
of  the  settlement  of  the  7th  of  November,  1837,  were  authorized 
to  advance  and  make  over  one-fourth  part  of  the  trust  funds  to 
the  8on« 

Sir  B.  BaffffdUat/f  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Watson,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Boper-Curzon  and  their  son,  submitted  that  the  case  fell  within  the 
power  of  advancement,  and  cited  Lloyd  v.  Cocker  (1) ;  In  re  Oossefs 
SdOemmt  (2) ;  Btcketts  v.  Lofius  (3). 

Mr.  Chitty,  for  the  trustees  and  the  infant  daughter. 

Loud  Eomillt,  M.R. : — 

I  cannot  sanction  the  advance  as  the  matter  now  stands :  you 
are  simply  going  to  give  the  son  a  sum  of  money  which  he  may 
put  in  his  pocket;  but  I  am  disposed  to  think  that,  if  he  executed 
a  settlement,  I  might  then  do  it 

The  case  was  amended  by  stating  that  a  settlement  had  been 
prepared  and  executed  by  the  son,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  the 
son  had  requested  the  advance  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees  thereof, 
it  was  declared  that  the  trustees  should  hold  all  moneys  or  funds 
paid  or  transferred  to  them  in  respect  of  one-fourth  part  of  the 

(1)  27  Beav.  645.  (2)  19  Beav.  629. 

(3)  4  T.  &  0.  Ex.  519. 
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settlement  fands  upon  trast  for  the  son  during  his  life,  and  after- 
wards for  his  wife  for  her  life  or  until  alienation ;  and  subject  thereto, 
upon  trust  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  ac(!ording  to  appointment; 
and  in  default  of  appointment,  for  the  children  of  the  marriage  in 
the  usual  way ;  and  subject  thereto,  upon  trust  for  the  son. 


March  6.    The  case  having  come  into  the  paper  this  day. 

The  Master  of  the  Kolls,  without  calling  for  any  farther 
argument,  decided  that  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  of  November, 
1837,  were  authorized  to  advance  one-fourth  part  of  the  trost 
funds  subject  thereto,  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  executed  by 
the  son. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Kennedy  dt  Kempsan. 
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1871 


March  9,  10, 
13. 


BOWEN  V.  BAKLOW. 

Wm — Construction — Devise  of  Freeholds — Mortgage  of  Term  io  Teitaior— 

Mortgage-money  held  not  to  pass. 

The  lessee  for  a  term  of  years  of  four  houses  assigned  the  term,  by  wij  of 
mortgage,  to  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  immediate  reversion,  who  afterwards 
devised  the  houses  by  the  description  of  "  my  freehold  houses,"  mentioDiog 
the  numbers  of  the  houses  in  the  street  where  they  were  situated ;  and  he  wis 
in  possession  as  mortgagee  at  the  time  of  his  death : — 

Beldf  that  the  mortgage  debt  did  not  pass  under  the  devise,  but  fonned 
part  of  the  testator's  personal  estate. 

X  HIS  was  the  further  consideration  of  a  suit  for  the  administn- 
tion  of  the  estate  of  James  Daveron,  who,  by  his  will,  dated  the 
16th  of  May,  1861,  after  making  certain  specific  and  pecuniary 
bequests,  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate,  not  othemise 
effectually  disposed  of,  to  trustees  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter 
declared  concerning  the  same  respectively,  and  directed  his 
trustees  to  call  in,  sell,  and  convert  into  money  all  his  personal 
estate  not  specifically  bequeathed,  and  to  invest  any  moneys  for 
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the  time  being  subject  to  the  trusts  of  his  will,  and  not  im-       M.R. 
mediately  payable  to  any  person  or  persons,  in  the  public  funds       isri 
of  Greai  Britain ;   and  he  directed  that  his  trustees  should  be      bowen 
possessed  of  such  moneys,  after  payment  of  his  funeral  and  testa-  •• 

mentary  expenses,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  wife  during  — 
widowhood,  and  after  her  death  or  marriage,  to  pay  £2000  to  his 
daughter  Hannah  Matilda  Barlow,  and  the  like  sum  to  his 
daughter  Catherine  Louisa  Botoen,  and  to  invest  the  residue  in 
equal  moieties  upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  said  daughters 
respectively  and  their  respective  issue.  And  he  directed  that  his 
trustees  should  be  seised  of  certain  copyhold,  freehold,  and  lease- 
hold houses  upon  trust  for  Hannah  Matilda  Barlow^  for  her 
separate  use  during  her  life,  and,  after  her  decease,  upon  such 
trusts  for  the  benefit  of  her  issue  as  she  should  by  will  appoint, 
and,  in  default,  for  such  of  her  children  as  should  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  the  child  or  children  of  any  child  or  children 
who  should  die  under  that  age  leaving  issue,  in  manner  therein 
mentioned ;  and  in  case  no  child  of  hers  should  attain  twenty-one, 
or  leave  issue  living  at  his  or  her  decease,  then  (subject  to  any 
such  appointment  as  aforesaid)  upon  trust,  and  with  a  power  in 
favour  of  or  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter  Catherine  Louisa 
Bowen  and  her  children  and  issue,  corresponding  with  the  trusts 
therein  declared  concerning  the  same,  in  favour  of  or  for  the 
benefit  of  Hannah  Matilda  Barlow  and  her  children  and  issue ; 
and  should  be  seised  and  possessed  of  certain  other  freehold  and 
leasehold  houses  (including  four  houses  described  as  '^  my  freehold 
houses,  Nos.  5,  6,  7,  and  8,  Stock  Street ")  upon  trust,  and  with 
powers  in  favour  of  or  for  the  benefit,  in  the  first  instance,  of  his 
daughter  Catherine  Louisa  Bowen  and  her  children  and  issue,  and 
then  of  his  daughter  Hannah  Matilda  Barlow  and  her  children 
and  issue,  corresponding,  as  nearly  as  might  be,  with  trusts  and 
powers  thereinbefore  declared  concerning  the  freehold,  copyhold, 
and  leasehold  hereditaments  thereinbefore  devised  and  bequeathed 
for  the  benefit,  in  the  first  instance,  of  his  said  daughter  Hannah 
Matilda  Barlow,  her  children  and  issue,  and  then  of  his  daughter 
Catherine  Louisa  Bowen,  her  children  and  issue. 

It  appeared  that,  on  the  1st  of  February,  1855,  the  testator 
being  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  the  plots  of  land  on  which  the 
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H.H.       houses  in  Stock  Street  were  afterwards  bull t^  granted  a  building 
1871      lease  thereof  to  one  Thwrsby  for  a  term  of  ninety  years,  at  a 
BowBN      ground-rent  of  £16.     On  the  following  day  Thur^y  assigned  the 
Baslow      ^^°^  ^^  *^®  testator,  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  secure  the  repayment 
—        of  present  and  future  advances,  with  interest    The  houses  were 
afterwards  erected  and  let  at  rents  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
£75  8a.     The  testator,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  in  receipt  of 
the  rents  and  profits  as  mortgagee ;  and  it  was  alleged  by  the  mort- 
gagor that  the  amount  of  these  was  more  than  sufficient  to  keep 
down  the  interest  under  the  mortgage.     The  accounts  relating  to 
the  mortgage  as  between  Thursby  and  the  testator  s  representative 
were  unsettled,  but  the  right  of  redemption  had  not  been  lost. 

The  question  was,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  devise 
of  the  houses  in  Stock  Street  did  or  did  not  include  the  mortgage 
debt,  which  amounted  to  £500. 

Mr.  Jessel,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  T.  Simpson,  for  Mr.  and  Mra.  Boweii 
and  their  children,  contended  that  tiie  testator's  interest  as  mort- 
gagee passed  under  the  devise ;  and  cited  Woodhouse  v.  Meredith  (1), 
Drant  v.  Va^Mc  (2),  and  Ermtss  v.  Smith  (3). 

Sir  B.  BaggaUayy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Batten,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Barlow : — 

We  say  that  the  mortgage  debt  did  not  pass  under  the  devise, 
but  forms  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  who  was 
simply  mortgagee  in  possession.  If  the  mortgage  had  been  by 
demise  or  by  deposit,  instead  of  by  assignment,  no  question  could 
have  arisen ;  and  how  can  the  accidental  circumstance  that  the 
term  is  merged  at  law  make  any  difference  ?  The  testator  simply 
intended  to  give  what  was  freehold,  and  the  mortgage  debt  is  no 
part  of  the  freehold.  The  limitations  of  the  devised  property  are 
quite  inconsistent  with  an  intention  to  pass  the  mortgage  debt»  for 
there  is  no  provision  as  to  what  is  to  be  done  with  the  debt  when 
received ;  but  if  the  mortgage  debt  is  treated  as  being  part  of  the 
testator's  personal  estate,  it  will  be  invested  in  accordance  with  the 
directions  he  has  given. 

As  to  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  Woodhouse  v.  Meredith 

(1)  1  Mer.  450.  (2)  1  Y.  &  C.  Ch.  580,  (3)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  722. 
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simply  decides  that  if  a  testator  devises  specifically  certain  houses,  m.  R. 

and  describes  them  as  freehold,  and  his  only  interest  in  these  igyi 

houses  is  as  mortgagee,  such  interest  will  pass,  because  there  is  bowbm 

notliing  else  to  which  the  words  of  the  will  can  apply.     Drant  v.  ^- 

Vause  (1)  and  Emtiss  v.  Smith  (2)  have  no  application.  

The  cases  of  Moor  v.  Baisbeck  (3)  and  Elliott  v.  Fisher  (4)  support 
our  contention. 

Mr,  Everitt,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Simpson,  in  reply : — 

The  only  argument  on  the  other  side  is,  that  the  mortgage  debt 
is,  or  may  become,  personal  estate ;  and  that  is  answered  by  the 
cases  of  Drant  v.  Vause  and  Emusa  v.  Smith. 


March  13.    Lord  Eomillt,  M.R.  : — 

The  question  in  this  cause  is,  what  passed  under  a  devise  in 
these  words :  ''  I  direct  that  my  trustees  shall  be  seised  and  pos- 
sessed of  my  freehold  houses,  Nos.  5,  6,  7,  and  8,  Stock  Street, 
upon  trust."  That  is  all  I  think  it  necessary  to  read.  The  interest 
of  the  testator  in  these  four  houses  was  this :  Before  February, 
1855,  he  was  owner  in  fee  simple  of  four  plots  of  land  in  Stock 
Street,  and  in  February,  1855,  he  granted  a  lease  of  the  four  plots 
of  land  to  a  person  of  the  name  of  Thursby  for  ninety  years,  at  a 
ground-rent  of  £16  per  annum ;  and  on  the  next  day  he  took  an 
assignment  of  this  lease  to  secure  money  already  advanced,  and  to 
be  advanced  by  him,  to  be  laid  out  in  building  houses  on  these  four 
plots.  This  was  done  ;  and  the  testator,  at  his  death,  was  in  pos- 
session of  those  four  houses,  the  rent  of  which  was  £75  per  annum, 
so  that  there  had  been  an  increase  in  the  value  of  the  property  of 
£59  per  annum  by  reason  of  this  money  having  been  laid  out* 

Now,  in  consequence  of  the  lease  being  assigned  to  secure  the 
advance,  and  the  testator  being  entitled  to  the  property  in  fee,  the 
term  merged  at  law  in  the  reversion  in  fee,  and  therefore  at  law  he 

(1)  1  Y.  &  C.  Ch.  580.  (3)  12  Sim.  128. 

(2)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  722.  (4)  Ibid.  605. 
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M.  B.       was  the  owner  in  fee  simple  in  possession.     Bat  that  was  not  so  in 

1871        equity ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  this  case  must  be  treated  in  the  same 

B^^      manner  as  if  there  were  no  merger  at  law.  If  the  mortgage  had  been 

_  ••  made  by  underlease,  the  devise  would  not  have  passed  the  under- 

lease;  and  although  it  is  said,  no  doubt,  a  devise  of  WhUeaere 

carries  all  the  interest  which  the  testator  has  in  WhUeaere^  which 
in  one  sense  is  true,  yet  these  are  questions  merely  of  intention,  to 
be  discovered  from  the  will  itself.   Suppose  this  case  were  to  occur : 
that  a  man,  the  owner  of  Whiteacre,  subject  to  a  farming  lease  to  A., 
lends  A.  £500  on  the  security  of  the  lease  by  means  of  the  deposit 
of  the  lease.     The  devise  of  Whiteacre  would  not  carry  the  £500 ; 
and,  in  my  opinion,  it  makes  no  difference  whether  this  is  done  by 
an  assignment  or  whether  it  is  doue  by  underlease.     Tlie  intention 
of  the  parties  is  exactly  the  same,  and  no  alteration  in  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  can  be  presumed  from  the  fact  of  his  securing 
his  debt  by  assignment  instead  of  by  underlease.     There  is  a  sum 
of  £500  which  he  has  lent  upon  the  security  of  the  interest  which 
another  person  had  in  this  property.     That  is  not  included  in  this 
devise.  In  point  of  fact  the  property,  in  equity,  in  the  lease  which 
he  has  granted  still  remains  in  the  person  to  whom  it  was  granted; 
it  is  his  property,  and  he  may  redeem  it  at  any  time  on  paying 
the  £500.     It  is  not  as  if  the  testator  had  bought  it  out  and  out, 
which  would  have  been  a  very  different  thing.    If  he  had  given 
a  sum  of  money  for  the  assignment  of  the  lease,  or  taken  an  abso- 
lute assignment  of  the  lease  for  valuable  consideration,  which  was 
not  to  be  repaid  to  him,  that  would  have  vested  the  whole  in  him 
in  equity  as  well  as  at  law ;  but  this  is  nothing  more  than  a  security 
for  £500  on  the  property  of  a  stranger  to  whom  the  money  is  lent 
I  do  not  perceive  that  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  assist  the 
matter  at  all.    In  the  case  of  Woodhouse  v.  Meredith  (1)  there  was 
nothing  else  to  which  the  devise  could  apply ;  the  consequence  of 
which  was  that  it  was  necessarily  included.     The  cases  of  Eniuss  v. 
Smith  (2)  and  Brant  v.  Vause  (3)  were  also  cited  to  me.    The  case 
of  Drant  v.  Vause  was  this :  the  devise  was  effectual,  although  the 
property  had  been  converted  into  personalty  by  a  person  who  had 
an  option  to  convert  it,  and  who  exercised  the  option.    Although 

(1)  1  Mer.  451.  (2)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  722. 

(3)  1  Y.  &  C.  Ch.  580. 
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that  altered  the  character  of  the  property,  it  did  not  alter  the       M.  B. 
intention  of  the  testator.    I  am  of  opinion,  with  regard  to  the        1871 
devise  of  these  four  houses^  that  the  testator's  interest  in  the  lease      Bowen 
did  not  pass,  except  so  far  as  regards  the  legal  estate  in  the  lease.     bamx)w 

That  no  doubt  did  pass ;  and,  accordingly,  if  that  question  were        

to  arise  at  law,  I  am  of  opinion  it  must  be  considered  that  the  term 
has  merged  in  the  reversion  so  far  as  the  legal  estate  is  concerned. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  whole  of  the  property  is  vested  in  Catherine 
Louisa  Bowen  and  her  children,  subject  to,  and  not  carrying  with 
it,  the  £500,  which  belongs  to  the  personal  estat^e  of  the  testator, 
and  of  which  his  representatives  are  entitled  to  enforce  payment 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Herbert  Lloyd  &  Lane ;  Mr.  E.  K  Barlee. 


MENZIES  V.  LIGHTFOOT.  M.  B. 

1871 
Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee — Priority — Mortgage  to  secure  further  Advances —         ^^.^^ 

Charge  subject  to  prior  Security — Advances  "by  first  Mortgagee  after  Notice  of  March  16, 17, 

CTiarge-^Puhlicany  Brewer,  and  Diitiller — Custom  of  Trade,  2®' 

The  lessee  of  a  pnblio-bouse  in  London  executed  at  the  public-house,  and 
at  the  time  of  entering  into  ^sseBsion  thereof,  a  mortgage  of  his  lease  in  favour 
of  the  brewer  by  whom  the  house  was  supplied  with  beer,  to  secure  a  sum 
already  advanced,  and  future  advances  not  to  exceed  in  the  whole  a  given 
sum.  At  the  same  time  and  place  he  charged  the  lease,  *'  subject  to  the 
security  already  given "  to  the  brewer,  with  the  repayment  to  the  distiller 
who  supplied  the  house  with  spirits  of  an  advance  made  by  him.  The 
mortgage  and  charge  were  both  executed  in  the  presence  of  the  solicitors  of 
the  brewer  and  distiller,  and  the  latter  there  and  then  ^ave  to  the  former  a 
formal  notice  of  the  charge  in  favour  of  his  client.  Afterwards  the  publican 
became  indebted  to  the  brewer  for  the  price  of  beer  supplied  to  the  house. 

The  lease  having  been  sold  by  the  brewer  under  a  power  of  sale  in  his 
mortgage : — 

Hdd,  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  agreement,  the  distiller  was  entitled 
to  be  repaid  his  advance  out  of  the  purchase-money  in  priority  to  the  debt 
which  had  been  incurred  to  the  brewer  subsequently  to  the  time  when  notice 
was  given  to  him  of  the  distiller's  charge ;  and  that  this  priority  was  not 
affected  by  a  custom  of  trade  alleged  to  exist  between  publicans,  brewers,  and 
distillers  in  London, 

Jl>Y  an  indenture  dated  the  24th  of  May,  1867,  a  leasehold  public- 
house,  called  the  Five  Ink  Horns,  situate  in  Bethnal  Oreen,  was 
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M.  R.       assigned  to  Walter  EaU  for  the  then  residue  of  a  term  of  twenty- 

1871        one  years,  from  the  24th  of  June,  1864. 
Mbnzies         By  another  indeature,  dated  the  same  24th  of  May,  1867,  after 
LiQMrooT    ^^citing,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  Defendant  Frederic  Jame$ 

Lightfoot  had,  at  the  request  of  Walter  Hall,  agreed  to  lend  and 

advance  him  the  sum  of  £1250  upon  having  the  repayment  thereof 
secured,  together  with  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  in  which  Eatt 
might  at  any  time  thereafter  become  indebted  to  Lightfooty  fur 
moneys  advanced,  book  debts  or  otherwise  howsoever,  with  interest, 
it  was  witnessed  that  EaU  assigned  the  public-house  to  lAghtfooi 
for  the  residue  of  the  term,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption 
on  payment  by  EaU  of  the  sum  of  £1250,  "  together  with  any 
such  further  sum  or  sums  as  aforesaid,'*  and  interest  thereon.  The 
deed  contained  the  usual  covenants  for  payment  of  £1250,  further 
advances  and  interest,  and  also  a  power  of  sale  ;  and  it  was 
provided  that  the  total  principal  sum  to  be  ultimately  recoverable 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  indenture  should  not,  with  the  sum  of 
£1250,  exceed  the  sum  of  £1500. 

By  a  memorandum  in  writing,  also  dated  the  same  day,  EaU 
charged  the  public-house,  and  his  estate  and  interest  therein,  with 
payment  to  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  sum  of  £200  and  interest  thereon, 
and  all  other  sums  in  which  he  then  was  or  should  thereafter 
become  indebted  to  the  Plaintiffs,  ''subject  only  to  the  security  on 
the  premises  already  given  ^  by  him  to  the  Defendant  Lighi/oot; 
and  he  agreed,  on  demand,  to  execute  a  mortgage  of  the  premises 
to  the  Plaintiffs,  or  to  whom  they  might  appoint,  ''subject  as 
aforesaid." 

The  Defendant  Lightfoot  was  a  brewer  in  London,  and  supplied 
the  public-house  with  malt  liquor ;  the  Plaintiffs  were  distillers, 
also  in  London,  and  they  supplied  the  public-house  with  spirits. 
The  24th  of  May,  1867,  was  the  day  on  which  Walter  EaU  entered 
into  occupation  of  the  public-house ;  and  the  mortgage  and  memo- 
randum of  charge  were  executed  there  on  that  day,  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  solicitors  both  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant. 
Formal  notice  of  the  charge  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs  was  given 
by  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  to  the  Defendant's  solicitor  at  the  time 
^f  the  execution  thereof. 
On  the  11th  of  December,  1867,  the  Defendant  LtgUfoct  sold 
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the  public-house  under  the  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  mortgage,       M.  B. 
and  claimed  to  retain  out  of  the  proceeds,  in  satisfaction  of  the       1871 
debt  thereby  secured,  a  sum  of  £1419  8s.  9d.    This  sum  included     menziu 
a  book  debt  of  £36  85.  11(2.  in  respect  of  supplies  of  beer  to  Hall. 
The  object  of  the  suit  was  to  determine  whether  the  Defendant 
was  entitled  to  retain  this  sum  of  £56  8s.  Ud.  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  sale  in  priority  to  the  Plaintiffs'  charge  of  £200. 

The  Plaintiffs  contended  that  the  Defendant  was  not  so  entitled, 
inasmuch  as  the  debt  was  incurred  after  notice  of  this  charge  had 
been  given.  The  Defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  insisted  on  his 
right  to  retain  the  sum  in  question,  first,  by  reason  of  an  under- 
standing or  agreement  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  himself,  entitling 
him  to  hold  his  security  for  further  advances  or  supplies  of  goods 
to  Hall  in  priority  to  the  charge  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  after  notice 
thereof — a  contention  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  was  not 
founded  in  fact;  and  secondly,  by  virtue  of  a  custom  or  usage  in 
trade,  which  was  thus  alleged  in  the  Defendant's  answer :  "  T  say 
that  it  is  the  invariable  custom  or  usage  in  trade,  in  the  city  of 
London  and  county  of  Middlesex,  on  the  change  or  transfer  of  a 
public-house  to  a  new  tenant,  and  also  on  the  first  letting  of  a 
public-house  to  a  publican,  that  the  publican  should  give  to  the 
brewers  by  whom  the  house  is  supplied  with  malt  liquors  a  first 
mortgage  for  the  amount  of  the  loan  made  by  such  brewers  to  him, 
and  to  secure  the  book  debt  to  become  due  from  the  said  publican 
to  the  brewers,  the  further  advances  or  book  debt  being  limited  to 
a  particular  sum ;  and  that  at  the  same  time,  and  as  part  of  the 
same  transaction,  the  publican  should  give  to  the  distillers  a  security 
on  the  equity  of  redemption  for  the  amount  of  the  loan  (if  any) 
made  by  the  said  distillers  to  the  publican,  and  for  the  book  debt 
to  become  due  from  the  publican  to  such  distillers.  On  all  such 
occasions  it  is  the  custom  of  the  distillers  to  serve  a  formal  notice 
of  their  second  charge  on  the  brewers  who  held  the  first  mortgage, 
and  I  believe  that  such  formal  notice  is  given  with  the  view  of 
avoiding  any  question  that  might  otherwise  arise  between  the 
distillers  and  any  subsequent  or  other  mortgagee  of  the  equity  of 
redemption ;  and  I  say  positively  that  such  formal  notice  is  never 
given  with  the  intention  of  putting  a  stop  to  further  supplies  of 
malt  liquor  on  credit  being  made  to  the  publican.    On  the  contrary, 
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M.  11.  the  object  of  the  first  mortgage  being  made  to  cover  future  book 
1871  debts  or  advances  is,  that  such  supplies  shall  be  made  on  credit" 
Menzies  ^^^  Plaintiff's  contested  the  existence  and  validity  of  the  alleged 
custom  y  and  a  great  mass  of  evidence  with  reference  thereto  was 
adduced  on  both  sides.  It  appeared  that  the  memorandum  of 
charge  given  to  London  distillers  by  publicans  was  in  nearly  all 
cases  identical  in  form  with  that  in  the  present  case ;  but  in  one 
instance  the  charge  was  expressed  to  be  ''subject  and  without 
prejudice  to  all  principal  money  now  due  from  me  to  Messrs. 

of '■ — ,  brewers,  and  interest  thereon, 

and  to  such  sum  as  I  may  hereafter  owe  them  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  or  otherwise,  not  exceeding,  with  the  sum  of  £  ,  the 
sum  of  £  ,  and  as  security  for  which  they  now  hold  the  deeds." 
It  also  appeared  that,  where  the  first  mortgage  was  made  in 
favour  of  a  firm  which  brewed  porter  only,  there  were  in  some 
instances  as  many  as  four  mortgages  on  the  public-house:  the 
first  being  in  favour  of  the  porter  brewers,  the  second  in  faYoar  of 
the  distiller,  the  third  in  favour  of  the  ale  brewer,  and  the  fourth 
in  favour  of  the  foreign  wine  merchant* 

Mr.  Jessd,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Everittj  for  the  Plainti£Es,  relied  on 
Hopkinson  v.  RoU  (1)  and  Daun  v.  City  of  London  Brewery  Qm- 
pany  (2). 

Mr.  Southffate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Earsldke,  for  the  Defendants  :— 

Neither  of  the  cases  cited  governs  the  present  In  both  the 
second  mortgage  was  made  many  years  subsequently  to  the  first ; 
here  both  mortgages  were  made  simultaneously,  and  formed  part 
of  the  same  transaction.  In  Hopkinson  v.  BoUj  Lord  Chelmsford 
says  (3) :  ''  I  admit  that  special  circumstances  may  vary  the  rights 
of  the  parties."  In  Daun  v.  City  of  London  Brewery  Company ^  Vice- 
Chancellor  James  says  (4) :  ''  One  can  easily  understand,  if  the 
brewer  and  distiller  are  both  present  at  the  time  and  both  take 
their  securities  at  the  same  moment,  if  in  the  presence  of  the 
distiller  the  brewer  takes  the  security  to  cover  further  advances,  a 
very  different  consideration — ^at  all  events  a  moral,  if  not  a  legal  or 

(1)  9  H.  L.  C.  514.  (3)  9  H.  L.  C.  554. 

(2)  Law  Kep.  8  Eq.  156.  (4)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  168. 
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an  equitable  consideration — ^would  arise  to  prevent  the  distiller  M.  R. 
from  afterwards  questioning  the  validity  of  such  security  as  to  1871 
future  advances."  These  observations  apply  to  the  present  case,  menzies 
The  theory  of  these  two  decisions  is  this,  that  if  a  mortgagor  sells  liqj^itoot 
his  equity  of  redemption,  and  the  purchaser  gives  notice  to  the  — 
mortgagee,  and  the  latter  then  sells  the  property,  it  would  be  a 
fraud  on  the  purchaser  to  allow  the  mortgagee  to  retain  out  of 
the  purchase-money  any  greater  sum  than  was  due  to  him  at  the 
time  of  the  notice :  and  a  second  mortgagee  is  a  purchaser  pro 
ianio:  Shaw  v.  Neale  (1).  That  theory  applies  here  in  favour 
of  the  first  mortgagee.  It  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  first  mortgagee 
to  allow  the  second  mortgagee  to  set  up  his  advance  in  priority 
to  sums  due  to  the  first  mortgagee  for  beer  supplied  to  the  public- 
house,  a  supply  which  is  essential  to  the  carrying  on  of  the  publican's 
trade;  for  it  is  plain,  upon  the  evidence,  that  a  public-house  in 
which  no  beer  was  sold  would  soon  be  closed.  The  fact  also  shews 
the  reasonableness  of  the  alleged  custom,  which  is  not  a  custom  like 
gavelkind  or  borough  English,  but  in  the  nature  of  a  usage  of  trade, 
or  of  a  custom  of  a  county  with  reference  to  farming.  There  can 
be  no  more  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  limits  of  such  a  custom 
than  in  ascertaining  those  of  the  Liverpool  cotton  market,  which 
have  been  repeatedly  recognised  in  Courts  of  Law.  It  is  well 
settled  that  parol  evidence  of  such  customs  is  admissible  for  the 
purpose  of  construing  written  agreements ;  and,  as  observed  by 
Parhe,  B.,  in  HuUon  v.  Warren  (2),  **  this  has  been  done  upon  the 
principle  of  presumption,  that  in  such  transactions  the  parties  did 
not  mean  to  express  in  writing  the  whole  of  the  contract  by  which 
they  intended  to  be  bound,  but  a  contract  with  reference  to  those 
known  usages :"  Smith  v.  Wilson  (3) ;  Bayliffe  v.  Butterworth  (4) ; 
Cuthbert  v.  Gumming  (5) ;  Graves  v.  Legg  (6) ;  Eumfrey  v. 
Dale{l). 

If  the  Plaintifis  succeed  in  their  contention,  it  will  become 
impossible  to  carry  on  business.  How  will  it  be  possible,  for 
example,  to  ascertain  the  priorities  of  four  different  mortgagees, 

(1)  6  H.  L.  C.  581.  (4)  1  Ex.  425,  429. 

(2)  1  M.  &  W.  466,  476.  (5)  11  Ibid.  405. 

(3)  3  B.  &  Ad.  728.  (6)  2  H.  &  N.  210. 

(7)  7  E.  &  B.  266. 


464  EQUITY  OASES.  [L  B. 

H.R.       who  from  time  to  time  make  adyances  and  give  notice  of  haying 
1871       done  80  ? 

Mmzm 

LiQH^T.  Lord  RoMiLLT,  M.R. :— 

I  will  now  state  what  at  present  I  take  to  be  the  right  yiew  of 
the  case. 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  case :  one  is  the  construction  of 
the  documents  themselves,  and  the  other  is  the  question  of  the 
custom  of  the  trade.  It  is  first  important  to  look  at  the  documents 
without  any  reference  to  the  custom  of  the  trade.  Supposing  an 
ordinary  advance  to  have  been  made  by  one  person  to  another, 
and  then  an  advance  by  a  third  person  subject  to  the  first,  and 
the  person  who  makes  the  second  advance  to  have  given  notice  to 
the  person  who  made  the  first,  such  transactions  might  take  place 
at  different  periods  of  time,  or  they  might  take  place  at  the  same 
moment  on  the  same  day.  It  is  desirable  in  this  case  to  consider 
the  matter  on  both  suppositions.  First,  suppose  that  the  publican 
executes  a  deed  by  which  he  charges  the  property  for  £1250, 
together  with  any  further  sum  or  sums  of  money  for  which  he 
might  at  any  time  become  indebted,  not  exceeding  £1500 ;  and 
that  afterwards,  on  another  day,  he  gives  another  charge  to 
another  person  for  £200,  and  further  advances,  and  says  it  is  sub- 
ject to  the  prior  security ;  and  thereupon  the  person  who  has  got 
the  second  charge  informs  the  person  who  has  got  the  first  charge 
that  he  has  made  this  advance ;  and  that  person  who  made  the 
first  advance  afterwards  made  further  advances,  can  he  claim 
priority  in  respect  of  such  subsequent  advances  made  since  the 
receipt  of  such  notice  ? 

It  is  quite  settled  that,  if  there  is  no  limit  to  the  amount  of  the 
further  advances  to  be  made  under  the  first  mortgage,  subject  to 
which  the  second  is  given,  then  notice  to  the  first  mortgagee  pre- 
vents him  from  advancing  any  further  money  in  respect  of  which 
he  can  have  priority  over  the  second  mortgagee.  Such  were  pre- 
cisely the  facts  in  the  case  of  Gordon  v.  Graham  (1).  A.  mortgaged 
to  £.  for  a  term  of  years,  to  secure  a  sum  of  money  already  lent 
to  A.,  and  also  such  other  sums  as  should  thereafter  be  lent  or 

(1)  2  Eq.  Caa.  Abr.  18. 


V. 

IjIOUTTOOT. 
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advanced.    A,  made  a  second  mortgage  to  C.  for  a  certain  sum,      M.  R. 
with  notice  of  the  first  mortgage,  and  then  the  first  mortgagee,       I87i 
haying  received  notice  of  the  second  moitgage,  lent  a  further  sum      henzies 
to  A.    Lord  Cowper  held,  that  in  that  case  C  could  not  redeem 
without  paying  the  whole  of  tlie  further  advances,  as  well  as  the 
original  sum.    That  decision  was  overruled  by  the  House  of  Lords 
in  Shaw  v.  Nedle  (1)  and  Eopkinson  v.  Bolt  (2),  and  cannot  now 
be  held  to  be  law. 

Hophinsan  v.  Bolt  was  the  case  of  a  banker  who  took  a  security 
for  the  balance  of  a  mortgagor's  account  limited  to  £20,000.  It 
was  held  that,  as  soon  as  notice  was  given  of  a  subsequent  mort- 
gage, the  banker  could  not  get  priority  for  any  further  advances 
that  he  made.  That  authority,  therefore,  establishes  that  the 
mere  fact  of  having  specified  in  the  first  mortgage,  as  has  been 
done  here,  that  the  further  advances  are  not  to  exceed  a  fixed 
sum,  does  not  in  the  slightest  degree  vary  the  rule.  If  this  were 
a  case  between  a  banker  and  his  customer,  the  fact  of  saying 
that  the  security  is  for  £1250,  and  further  advances  not  exceeding 
£250  (book  debts  being,  in  my  view,  exactly  the  same  as  further 
advances),  this  circumsteuice  would  not  in  any  way  afiect  the  second 
mortgagee,  who  had  given  notice  of  his  charge  to  the  first 
mortgagee ;  and  I  do  not  consider  that  there  is  any  distinction 
in  this  case.  The  fact  is,  that  the  limit  is  put  in  for  the  benefit 
of  the  mortgagor,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  shew  that,  whatever 
farther  advances  have  been  made,  they  cannot  have  exceeded 
£1500,  so  that  if  the  property  is  worth  more  than  the  accumulated 
sum,  more  money  may  safely  be  advanced  upon  it.  The  question 
might  be  varied,  or  rather  be  prevented  from  arising,  if  the  charge 
was  given  to  the  distiller  in  the  form  mentioned  by  one  of  the 
witnesses  in  this  case ;  that  is,  if  the  second  charge  were  made, 
not  ''subject  to  the  security"  merely  (because  everybody  who 
has  notice  of  a  mortgage  deed  knows  that  it  is  subject  to  the 
security  created  by  that  deed),  but  if  it  were  made  "  subject 
and  without  prejudice  to  all  principal  money  now  due  to  the 
brewers,  and  to  such  sum  as  I  may  hereafter  owe  them  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  not  exceeding,  with  the  sum  of  £1250, 

(1)  6  n.  L,  C.  6»1.  (2)  9  IJ.  L.  C.  614. 
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M.  B.       the  sum  of  £1500."  If  tliat  hod  been  the  form  of  the  charge  giyen 

1871        to  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  case^  they  would  have  taken  it  subject  to 

Memziu     the  £1500,  and  it  would  not  matter  when  the  adrance  was  made« 

LightVoot    *^^*  amount  having  been   expressly  stated  as  the  limit,  subject 

—       to  which  the  second  mortgagees  take  their  charge.     It  is  true 

that  the  security  was  for  '*  future  advances ;"  but  the  cases  have 

determined  that^  unless  you  not  only  specify  the  amount  of  the 

further  advance,  but  also  unless  you  say  that  you  take  your  charge 

subject  to  that  particular  amount,  the  first  mortgagee  is  only 

entitled  to  priority  for  the  money  advanced  by  him  before  notice 

of  the  charge  was  given.    I  cannot  conceive  a  more  serious  state 

of  circumstances  than  would  arise  if  that  doctrine  were  to  be 

overruled ;  because,  as  was  well  pointed  out  by  Lord  Ohdmsford, 

nobody  could  ever  advance  any  money  at  all,  or  ever  could  get  any 

advance  on  any  security  at  all,  where  further  advances  of  indefinite 

amount  might  be  made. 

Such,  then,  is  the  law  where  the  advances  are  made  on  different 
days.  The  next  question  is,  whether,  if  in  that  state  of  things 
such  is  the  proper  construction  of  these  documents,  this  eon* 
struction  is  affected  by  the  circumstance  that  the  transactions 
took  place  simultaneously.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  it  is 
in  the  slightest  degree  affected  by  that  circumstance.  It  is 
admitted  that  the  charge  is  subject  to  the  prior  security.  Every- 
body who  has  notice  of  that  security  advances  his  money  sub- 
ject to  that  security.  The  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of 
the  words  *^  that  security  ?"  It  is  a  security  to  secure  £1250  and 
future  advances,  but  you  stop  those  future  advances  the  moment 
you  give  notice  that  you  have  advanced  your  money,  unless  the 
mortgagor  has  expressly  stipulated  that  you  shall  allow  the  first 
mortgagee  to  have  a  charge  to  the  extent  of  the  advances.  That 
is  the  law  as  laid  down  by  the  House  of  Lords.  Does  it  make 
any  difference  that  the  second  charge  is  made  at  the  same  moment 
with  the  mortgage  ?  Supposing  there  is  a  day  between,  or  sup- 
posing there  is  a  year  between,  how  does  that  affect  it  at  all  ? 
It  is  subject  to  the  prior  charge,  which  he  knows  of;  and  the  true 
construction  of  which  is  that  you  stop  the  further  charges  the 
moment  you  give  notice  of  your  advance. 
I  do  not  think  that  in  this  instance  there  is  any  evidence  of  any 
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Tmderstaading  or  agreement  which  in  the  slightest  degree  afifecis       ^  B. 
the  question.  I87i 

Then  it  is  said  that  if  this  be  so  decided  the  result  will  be,  that     MmzuBj 
it  will  be  totally  impossible  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  brewer,   liqotfoot. 
Bat  why  cannot  they  take  care  that  such  a  form  is  used  as  is  in        — ^ 
the  memorandum  which  has  been  put  forward,  and  to  which  I  have 
already  referred  ?    It  is  admitted,  and  if  not  admitted  it  is  fully 
proved,  that  in  practice  the  brewers  have  the  first  charge,  and  that 
the  distillers  have  the  second  charge,  but  the  extent  of  the  brewers' 
first  charge  ought  to  be  limited  to  an  amount  to  be  specified  in 
the  document  by  which  the  distillers'  charge  is  created. 

I  come  now  to  consider  the  question  of  custom,  that  is,  whether 
this  matter  is  varied  by  the  fact  that  it  is  a  transaction  between  a 
a  brewer  and  a  distiller,  and  in  which  case  it  is  urged  that  the 
question  of  custom  and  usage  is  material,  and  ought  to  be  taken 
into  consideration.  Custom  no  doubt  can  give  a  particular  mean- 
ing to  a  particular  word,  of  which  many  instances  are  given  in  the 
case  of  Lady  Eewleys  OluirUy  in  the  House  of  Jjords.  But  how 
can  the  custom  alter  the  construction  of  a  written  instrument? 
Where  a  written  instrument  is  silent,  the  custom  is  of  the  greatest 
importance,  unquestionably.  If  two  instruments  had  been  given, 
and  a  charge  for  £1250  in  favour  of  Messra  lAgUfoot^oxA  a  charge 
of  £200  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  these  had  been  given 
without  saying  a  word  as  to  which  was  to  have  the  priority,  and 
both  were  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  at  the  same  moment^  then 
unquestionably  the  evidence  of  custom  would  have  been  most 
material  to  shew  that  the  brewer  always  had  priority,  and  that 
the  distiller  always  came  second.  But  the  only  custom  which 
could  be  made  to  assist  the  Defendants  in  any  way  would  be  a 
custom  which  established  that  the  brewer  is  entitled  to  have 
priority  over  the  distiller  for  all  advances  whenever  made  by  the 
brewer ;  and  if  this  were  so,  all  the  future  advances  made  by  the 
brewer  would  have  to  be  paid  before  the  distiller  was  paid  at  all. 
That  argument  has  been  completely  destroyed  by  the  case  of  jDaim 
V.  CUy  of  London  Brewery  Company  (1),  which  came  before  the 
Lord  Justice  Jamee.  It  is  true  that  the  Lord  Justice  makes  an 
obeervation  which  has  been  very  much  dwelt  upon  by  Mr.  South- 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  £q.  155. 
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gate  ;  but  I  take  it  the  Lord  Justice  did  not  mean  to  express  that, 
wherever  the  transactions  were  simultaneous,  the  brewer  wonld 
necessarily  obtain  a  right  to  do  that  which  otherwise  by  law  he 
could  not  do  without  a  special  contract  for  the  purpose.  Unqnes- 
tionably,  if  there  was  a  contract  for  the  purpose^  he  would  be 
entitled  to  priority ;  but  if  there  is  merely  an  ordinary  mortgage, 
such  as  a  banker  takes,  and  a  second  mortgage  of  a  similar  descrip- 
tion subject  to  it,  then  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  ordinary  law  must 
govern  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  that  no  custom  can  regulate 
the  subject. 

Kow  all  that  the  evidence  appears  to  establish  is  this,  that  it  is 
the  custom,  wherever  there  are  two  charges,  that  the  brewer  has 
priority  in  respect  of  his  charge  over  the  charge  of  the  distiUei^ 
Supposing,  however,  they  stipulated  to  the  contrary,  would  the 
custom  overrule  them  ?  Here  is  an  express  law  applying  to  docu- 
ments of  this  description,  which  the  custom  cannot  vary  and  cannot 
alter.  My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  upon  the  state  of  this  case  as 
it  stands  at  present,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover ;  but  as  this 
is  a  matter  of  great  importance,  and  as  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
evidence  given  in  this  case,  though  I  was  desirous  to  state  what  my 
first  impressions  were,  I  do  not  intend  my  judgment  to  be  final 
until  I  have  had  the  opportunity  of  reading  over  the  whole  of  tlie 
evidence  on  the  subject 


March  20.    Lobd  Bomilly^  M.B.  : — 

I  have  looked  over  this  case  very  carefully,  but  I  see  no  reason 
to  alter  the  view  I  expressed  about  it,  which  I  will  shortly  repeat 

The  evidence  as  to  custom  has  really  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  the  case.  The  distiller  took  a  mortgage  subject  to  the 
security  previously  given  to  the  brewer.  The  security  to  the  brewer 
is  a  security  for  £1250  and  future  advances;  but  it  is  decided  by 
Eopkinson  v.  BoU  (1),  and  in  all  the  late  cases,  that  the  effect  is  the 
same  as  if  they  had  said  '^  subject  to  the  security  as  it  stands  at  the 
moment ;"  that  is,  to  the  amount  of  money  now  due  on  the  security. 
If  the  parties  wish  to  escape  from  this,  they  must  take  the  charge 

(1)  0  H.  L.  C.  514. 


V. 

LlOHTFOOT. 
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in  the  form  to  which  I  referred  on  the  former  occasion;  that  is,  M-K* 
they  must  say,  *'  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the  principal  I87i 
moneys  now  due  from  me,  and  to  such  sums  as  I  may  hereafter  menziis 
owe,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  so-and-so."  Then,  if  the  second 
mortgage  be  taken  subject  to  that,  that  is  the  contract  between 
the  parties ;  but  if  it  is  taken  subject  to  the  security  then  existing 
it  means  the  money  then  actually  due  on  that  security,  and  no 
more.  So  far  from  seeing  that  this  will  in  the  slightest  degree 
affect  the  whole  course  of  business  between  brewers  and  distillers, 
it  will  do  nothing  more  than  this — it  will  compel  them  to  express 
distinctly  what  they  mean.  If  they  choose  to  do  it,  they  may  say 
that  the  charge  is  subject  to  the  money  now  due,  and  also  subject 
to  all  future  sums  which  shall  become  due  under  the  previous 
security ;  but  if  they  mean  that,  they  must  express  it  plainly. 
Here  the  charge  was  simply  made  subject  to  the  previous  security, 
that  is,  subject  to  the  money  then  due  on  the  security,  which  was 
£1250.  I  think  that  EopJcinson  v.  Bolt  (1)  strictly  applies,  and 
the  evidence  of  custom,  even  if  it  were  uniform,  which  it  is  not,  is 
merely  evidence  of  custom  to  give  to  a  written  document  a  mean- 
ing other  than  that  affixed  to  it  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of 
Lords. 

I  agree,  therefore,  in  all  respects  with  the  contention  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  they  must  have  a  decree  accordingly. 

Soh'citors:  Messrs.  Mind,  Smith,  &  Harvie;  Messrs.  Bridges, 

SawteU,  &  Co. 

(1)9H.  L.C.514. 
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M.  R  SANGER  V.  SANGER. 

1871 

s^^^         Judgment  Belt — Married  Woman — Debt  incurred  he/ore  Marriage — S^arak 

April  24.  Iktaie — Restraint  on  Anticipation — Charging  Order — 3  &  4  Vict,  c,  82,  s,  1— 

Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1870  (33  <fc  3i  Vict.  c.  93),  «.  12. 

Section  12  of  the  Married  Women^s  Property  Act,  1870,  extends  to  pro- 
perty settled  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman  without  power  of 
anticipation. 

After  the  passing  of  the  Married  Women^s  Property  Act,  1870,  and  on  the 
same  day  on  which  a  marriage  took  plaoe,  but  subsequently  thereto,  judg- 
ment was  entered  up  against  the  wife  for  a  debt  incurred  previously  to  the 
marriage.  The  judgment  creditors  subsequently  obtained  a  charging  order 
on  the  wife's  interest  in  a  fund  in  Court,  to  the  income  of  which  ibe  wife 
was  entitled,  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation : —  . 

Held,  that  the  chargiug  order  constituted  a  ralid  incumbrance  on  the 
fund. 

1  HIS  was  a  Petition  for  a  stop  order. 

WiUiam  Sanger^  by  his  will,  gave  to  his  wife  Jane  Sanger 
during  her  life  an  annuity  of  £300  a  year,  for  her  separate  nse, 
without  power  of  anticipation. 

The  testator  died  in  1857.  This  suit  was  afterwards  instituted 
for  the  administration  of  his  estate,  and,  under  orders  of  the  Court, 
a  fund  had  been  set  apart  to  answer  the  annuity. 

The  Petitioners  had  brought  an  action  against  Jane  Sanger  to 
recover  a  debt  incurred  by  her  after  the  death  of  the  testator.  On 
the  19th  of  January,  1871,  judgment  was  entered  up  in  the  action 
for  £346  Os.  6d. 

On  the  same  19th  of  January,  but  earlier  in  the  day,  Jane 
Sanger  intermarried  with  William  Hvichinson.  No  settlement 
was  made  on  the  occasion  of  the  marriage. 

On  the  10th  of  March,  1871,  an  order  was  made  in  the  action 
by  Mr.  Justice  Lush,  charging  the  fund  in  Court,  whicli  had  been 
set  apart  to  answer  the  annuity,  with  £346  Os.  6i.,  and  interest  at 
4  per  cent  from  the  19th  of  January,  1871. 

The  Petitioners  now  asked  for  a  stop  order  on  the  same  fund. 

Sir  jB.  Baggallat/,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  R  Mis,  for  the  Petitionere, 
referred  to  the  12th  section  of  the  Married  Women's  Properbj 


VOL.  XL]  EQUITY  OASES.  471 

Aetf  1870,  which  enacte  as  follows:  *'A  husband  shall  not  by       HLB. 
reason  of  any  marriage  which  shall  take  place  after  this  Act  has        I871 

come  into  operation,  be  liable  for  the  debts  of  his  wife  contracted  saitobb 

before  marriage ;   but  the  wife  shall  be  liable  to  be  sued  for,  and  ^  ** 
any  property  belonging  to  her  for  her  separate  use  shall  be  liable       — — 
to  satisfy,  such  debts  as  if  she  had  continued  unmarried." 

Mr,  Charles  Browne,  for  Hutehinson  and  his  wife : — 

Charging  orders  were  first  introduced  by  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  14. 
It  was  doubted  whether  the  words  of  that  enactment  were  sufficient 
to  cover  funds  standing  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  to  reach  the 
interest  of  persons  entitled  to  dividends  only,  and  not  to  coi^vs. 
The  Act  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  82,  was  passed  to  remove  such  doubts,  and 
under  it  the  charging  order  in  question  has  been  made.  But 
sect  1  of  that  Act  provides  that  no  such  order  "  shall  have  any 
greater  effect  than  if  such  debtor  had  charged  such  stocks,  funds, 
annuities,  or  shares,  or  the  interest,  dividends,  or  annual  produce 
thereof,  in  favour  of  the  judgment  creditor,  with  the  amount  of  the 
sum  to  be  mentioned  in  any  such  order."  Now^  upon  the  second 
marriage  of  Mrs.  Sanffer,  the  restraint  on  anticipation  attached  itself 
to  this  fund ;  consequently  she  could  not  have  affected  it  by  any 
charge ;  and  but  for  the  recent  Act,  a  charging  order  would  have 
had  no  effect  on  it.  It  is  submitted  that  the  Legislature,  in  passing 
the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1870,  could  not  have  intended, 
without  express  words,  to  abolish  restraint  on  anticipation,  and 
that  sect.  12  extends  only  to  such  separate  estate  as  a  married 
woman  can  dispose  of. 

But  if  this  be  not  so,  this  particular  remedy  belongs  only  to 
judgment  creditors ;  and  the  debt  in  question  did  not  become  a 
judgment  debt  of  the  wife  until  after  her  marriage ;  consequently 
the  aection  does  not  apply  at  all. 

Lord  Bomillt,  M.R  :— 

I  am  against  the  Bespondents  on  both  points. 

As  to  the  firsts  I  am  quite  sure  that  the  question  did  not  escape 
the  attention  of  Parliament,  if  that  has  anything  to  do  with  the 
matter.  I  have  a  distinct  recollection  that  the  effect  of  this 
section  was  pointed  out  while  the  Act  was  under  discussion,  and  it 
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was  said^  and  very  forcibly,  that  as  the  liability  of  the  husband 
was  taken  away,  it  was  only  just  that  the  liability  should  be 
fastened  on  the  whole  property  of  the  wife.  At  all  events,  I  am 
of  opinion  that,  on  the  true  construction  of  the  Act,  the  12th 
section  extends  to  property  of  a  married  woman  which  is  subject 
to  a  restraint  on  anticipation. 

Then,  as  to  the  other  point,  I  cannot  divide  a  day.  That  is  a 
principle  which  I  have  frequently  had  to  apply.  I  think  this  must 
be  treated  as  a  good  incumbrance  ;  and  the  result  is,  that  the  lady 
must  pay  the  debt  out  of  any  money  that  may  be  coming  to  her 
in  respect  of  this  annuity. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  LydaU  &  Stceeting ;  Mr.  Hutchinson* 


M.B. 

1871 

Marcli  16. 


BANKS  V.  GOODFELLOW. 

Practice — Costs — Will^  Validity  of^Suit  hy  Heir-at-law  against  Devtsee^Issw 
directed  hy  Court — Adverse  Verdict — Costs  in  Equity, 

Where  the  heir-at-law  of  a  testator  filed  a  bill  against  the  devisee  and  exe- 
cutor impeaching  the  validity  of  the  will,  and  an  issue  was  directed  which 
resulted  in  the  validity  of  the  will  being  established : — 

Beldf  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  without  costs  as  regarded  the  devisee, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  executor. 

XHIS  was  a  suit  by  the  heir-at-law  of  a  testator  against  the 
devisee  under  the  will  and  the  executor  to  set  aside  the  will,  on  the 
ground  of  the  alleged  want  of  testamentary  capacity  on  the  part  of 
the  testator. 

An  issue  was  directed  by  the  Court,  which  was  tried,  and  the 
result  was  a  verdict  establishing  the  validity  of  the  will. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  discharged  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  and 
upheld  the  ruling  of  the  Judge  before  whom  the  case  was  tried  (1). 

The  question  now  was,  as  to  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Jessd,  Q.C.,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  the  bill  should 
be  dismissed  without  costs^  as  in  Scaife  v.  Scaife  (2)  and  Tatham 
v.  Wright  (3). 

(1)  Law  Hep.  5  Q.  B.  549.  (2)  4  Russ.  309. 

(3)  2  Russ.  &  My.  31. 
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Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  infant  devisee,  contended  that,  as  the  Plaintiff  M.  R. 
had  failed,  he  should  pay  the  costs  in  equity  as  T^ell  as  at  law.  isri 

[He  referred  to  Johnson  v.  Gardiner  (1),  Qough  v.  Botevd  (2),  bakks 
Seal  V.  Broumion  (3),  and  Luidon  v.  Stephens  (4).]  Good*  l 

Mr.  Speed,  for  the  executor,  who  was  also  lessee  of  a  term  of 
part  of  the  property. 

Lord  Eomillt,  M.B.,  held  timt  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 
without  costs,  as  regarded  the  devisee ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  must 
pay  the  executor's  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff :  Mr.  J.  0.  Waugh. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  NeiherscJe  &  Speechhj. 

(1)  1  Dick.  313.  (3)  3  Bro.  C.  0.  214. 

(2)  Ibid.  396.  (4)  3  P.  Wms.  373 
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v.-o.  a  SKOTTOWE  v.  YOUNG. 

J?3i         Legacy  Duty —55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  «.  2-^8tranger  in  Blood-^  Children  Ugiii- 
May  10.  mated  hy  Foreign  Law — Domtcil — Status, 

The  proceeds  of  land  in  England  devised  by  a  British  sabject  domiciled  in 
France  on  trust  to  sell  and  pay  the  proceeds  to  his  daughters  bom  of  a  French 
mother  before  marriage,  but  afterwards  legitimated  according  to  French  law  :— 

Eeld,  liable  to  legacy  duty  at  £1  per  cent.  only. 

Thomas  SKOTTOWE,  a  British  subject  descended  from  an 
Eoglish  father,  was  resident  and  domiciled  in  France  from  a  period 
long  prior  to  1853,  until  his  death.  He  had  cohabited  with  a 
French  woman,  by  whom  he  had  two  daughters,  Jeanne  8.  M. 
Shoitowe  and  Cilinie  /.  If.  SJcoUowe,  bom  respectively  in  1851  and 
1852.  On  the  26th  of  October,  1853,  he  was  married,  according 
to  the  law  of  France,  to  the  same  lady.  On  that  occasion  the  two 
daughters  were  legitimated,  according  to  the  law  of  France,  by 
a  declaration  of  the  father  and  mother.  They  had  a  son  bom 
afterwards,  Paul  SJcotiowe, 

Thomas  SJcottowe,  by  his  will,  dated  the  5th  of  June,  1865,  devised 
certain  real  estate  which  he  possessed  in  England  to  Henry  Young 
and  others,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same  with  all  convenient  speed 
at  their  discretion,  with  certain  powers  until  sold,  and  directions  to 
apply  the  rents  accrued  and  to  accrue  until  the  sale  in  the  same 
way  as  the  income  of  the  moneys  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  The 
testator  then,  after  certain  directions  as  to  payment  of  debts  and 
as  to  investments,  directed  his  trustees  to  divide  the  capital  money 
and  the  investments  into  four  equal  parts,  and  to  hold  the  same  as 
to  one-fourth  on  trust  during  the  life  and  until  the  second  mar- 
riage of  his  wife,  to  pay  the  income  to  his  said  wife  or  her  assigns 
for  her  or  their  own  benefit,  and  from  and  after  her  decease  or 
second  marriage  to  hold  .the  said  fourth  part  on  the  trusts  declared 
as  to  the  other  three  fourth  parts ;  and  as  to  a  second  fourth  part, 
he  directed  his  trustees  to  stand  possessed  thereof  upon  trust  during 
the  life  of  his  daughter  Jeanne^  to  pay  the  dividends  and  income 
thereof  into  the  hands  of  his  said  daughter,  to  her  sole  and  separate 
use^  without  power  of  anticipation,  and  from  and  after  her  death 
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for  her  children  as  she  Bhonld  appoint ;  and  as  to  one  three-fourth     V.-O.  & 
share,  upon  trust  for  his  daughter  CSlinie  and  her  husband  upon        1871 
similar  trusts ;  and  as  to  the  remaining  fourth  part,  upon  trust  for    skottowi 
his  son  Paul.  Yotoo 

The  testator  died  in  Jaly,  1868,  leaving  his  widow  and  three        — 
children  him  surviving.     The  will  was  proved  on  the  20th  of 
November,  1868,  by  the  trustees.    On  the  17th  of  April,  1869,  a 
decree  was  made  for  the  administration  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  the  testator. 

Questions  having  been  raised  between  the  Inland  Board  of  Re- 
venue and  the  parties  beneficially  interested  in  the  property  as  to 
the  rate  of  legacy  duty  payable,  this  Petition  was  presented,  praying 
that  it  might  be  declared  that  £1  per  cent,  only  was  payable. 

Mr.  DieMnson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hemminff,  for  the  Petition : — 

It  is  admitted  that  the  gift  to  the  two  daughters  born  before 
marriage  is  liable  to  legacy  duty,  and  the  Succesmn  Duty  Act, 
therefore,  has  no  application ;  the  only  question  is,  as  to  the  rate 
of  duty,  and  this  turns  on  the  Legacy  Duty  Ad. 

The  testator  had  a  French  domicil ;  and  the  status  of  his  chil- 
dren must  be  governed  by  French  law.  By  that  law  the  daughters 
have  the  status  of  children,  and  the  English  Court  must  so  regard 
them.  In  Wallace  v.  Attomey-Oeneral  (1)  Lord  Cranuoorlh  puts 
almost  the  very  case  occurring  here  (2) :  "  Suppose,"  said  his  Lord- 
ship "  a  French  father  dying  and  leaving  an  illegitimate  child, 
having  recognised  him  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  French  code, 
Eo  as  to  give  him  the  status  of  a  legitimate  child.  To  wliat  duty  is 
that  child  to  be  liable  ?  It  is  hardly  reasonable  to  say  that  he  is 
to  be  ascertained  by  the  French  law  as  being  entitled  to  some,  and 
in  certain  cases  to  all,  the  rights  of  a  legitimate  child,  and  yet  that 
we  are  to  treat  him  for  the  purposes  of  duty  as  a  mere  stranger." 
Yet  it  is  exactly  what  Lord  Oranworth  thought  hardly  reasonable 
that  the  Commissioners  now  seek  to  do.  These  young  ladies  must 
be  treated  by  the  English  Courts  as  legitimate;  but  yet,  with 
reference  to  the  rate  of  legacy  duty,  they  are  said  to  be  strangers 
in  blood*  The  Court  in  this  country  must  recognise  the  status  of 
the  Petitioner  as  wife ;  and  in  this  case  the  Commissioners  admit 

(1)  Law  Bep.  1  Ch.  1,  (2)  Law  Bcp.  1  Cb.  8. 
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V.  C.  S.  her  status  though  her  marriage  was  celebrated  according  to  French 
1871  law^  but  deny  the  status  of  tho  daughters  which  depends  on  the 
SRonrciws  ^^^  1^^*    ^hese  children  must  clearly  be  treated  as  children 
YouN  within  the  meaning  of  the  Legacy  DtUy  Act. 
[DuHourmelin  v.  Sheldon  (1)  was  also  mentioned.] 

Mr.  W.  W.  Karslahe,  for  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Ee- 
venue : — 

This  is  an  English  will,  and  valid  only  according  to  thelaws of 
England.  Every  rule,  therefore,  of  English  law  as  to  the  right  to 
land  would  apply  to  this  case.  Suppose  there  were  no  trusts  for 
conversion,  it  would  be  impossible  to  contend  that  these  ladies  could 
take  as  children. 

In  Birlwhidle  v.  Vardill  (2)  it  was  held  that  a  child  bom  before 
marriage,  though  legitimate  according  to  Scotch  law,  could  not  take, 
as  heir  of  his  father,  lands  in  England.  Munro  v.  Munro  (3)  was  the 
converse  case,  because  there  it  was  held,  that  a  child  illegitimate 
according  to  English  law,  but  legitimate  according  to  Scotch,  could 
take  as  lawful  heir  to  Scotch  entailed  estates.  It  follows  that^  in 
order  to  determine  in  what  character  a  devisee  can  take  the  pit>- 
ceeds  of  real  estate,  regard  must  be  had  to  the  law  of  the  country 
where  the  real  estate  is  situated.  The  same  principle  was  laid 
down  in  another  form  in  Be  Don's  Estate  (4). 

Again,  this  being  an  English  will,  relating  to  English  real 
estate,  the  word  "  child  "  or  "  children  "  must  mean  such  persona 
as  the  law  of  England  would  understand  by  children;  that  is, 
legitimate  children :  Boyes  v.  Beddk  (5). 

The  case  of  Wallace  v.  Attomey-Oeneral  (6)  referred  only  to 
personal  estate. 

[Shawy.  Qould  (7)  was  also  cited.] 

SiE  John  Stuart,  V.O.  : — 

The  only  question  here  is,  whether  these  ladies,  who,  according 
to  the  law  of  FrancCy  have  the  status  of  childi-en,  must  in  tliis 

(1)  4  My.  &  Cr.  525,  532.  (4)  4  Drew.  194. 

(2)  7  CI.  &  F.  895.  (5)  1  H.  &  M,  793. 

(3)  IbW.  842.  (6)  Uw  Rep.  1  Ch.  1. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  3  H.  L.  55. 
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country  be  considered  as  "  strangers  in  blood  "  within  the  meaning     Y.-O,  s. 
of  the  Legaey  Duiy  Act  (55  Geo.  3,  c.  184),  s.  2.  1871 

If,  as  seems  clear,  the  daughters  of  the  testator  are  legitimate  by    Skottowb 
the  law  of  France,  and  must,  therefore,  in  this  country  be  considered      youKo. 

as  having  the  status  of  children,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how,  in  any       

sense,  they  can  be  "  strangers  in  blood."    Where  the  Legacy  Duty 
Act  uses  these  words,  it  is  as  a  description  of  the  status  of  the  person. 

In  Birtwhidle  y.  Vardill  (1)  it  was  admitted  that  the  claimant 
had  in  England  the  glottis  of  the  eldest  legitimate  son  of  his  father ; 
but  inasmuch  as  he  claimed  to  be  heir,  and  as  such  entitled  to 
inherit  land  in  England,  his  status  of  eldest  legitimate  son  was  not 
enough,  and  he  was  held  bound  to  prove  that  he  was  "heir" 
according  to  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the  land  was  situated. 
As  he  was  unable  to  prove  that  he  was  the  eldest  son  of  his  father 
bom  in  wedlock,  he  failed  to  shew  that  he  filled  the  chaiticter  of 
heir,  though  he  did  establish  his  status  of  eldest  legitimate  son. 

It  is  said  that  the  words  '^  stranger  in  blood  "  include  the  status 
known  to  English  law  as  applied  to  English  persons ;  but  this  will 
is  that  of  a  domiciled  Frenchman,  and  his  status  and  that  of  his 
children  must  be  their  status  according  to  the  law  of  France, 
which,  according  to  Biriwhistle  v.  Vardill,  constitutes  their  English 
status. 

If  in  Birtwhistle  v.  Vardill  the  claimant's  status  was  that  of  eldest 
legitimate  son  of  his  father,  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  he  was 
a  stranger  in  blood. 

The  status  of  these  ladies  being  that  of  daughters  legitimated 
according  to  the  law  of  France  by  a  declaration  of  the  father,  it 
is  impossible  to  hold  that  they  are  for  any  purpose  strangers 
in  blood,  on  the  mere  ground  that,  if  they  had  been  English 
and  their  father  domiciled  in  England,  they  would  have  been 
illegitimate. 

The  trust  for  conversion  is  valid ;  and  the  subject  of  the  gift  is 
therefore  personal  estate ;  and  the  legacy  duty  must  be  at  the  rate 
of  £1  per  cent. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Young,  JaoJcsan,  <i  Co. ;  Solicitors  of  Com- 
mis9ioners  of  Inland  Revenue. 

(1)  7  CI.  &  P.  895^ 
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V.^.  M.        In  re  IMPERIAL  LAND  COMPANY  OP  MAESEILLES. 
1870  Ex  parte  COLBORNE  AND  STRAWBRIDGE. 

Dee  10  13.  '  ^«^>^i^re^— Promissory  Note3-^Negotiahle  Instruments^  Contract  to  pay  the 

Bearer  —  Equities  between   Company  and  original  Holder — Amount  qf 
i^  Interest — Winding-up  under  Supervision — Supervision  Order  relating  hack 

Jan.  17.  to  confirmatory  Resolution, 

The  directors  of  a  company,  having  power  by  its  memorandum  of  associa- 
tion to  borrow  money  and  to  issue  transferable  or  other  bonds,  mortgages,  or 
debentures,  had,,  under  its  articles  of  association,  large  powers  for  issulog 
^  debentures,  bonds,  obligations,  or  other  securities,  either  specifically  charged 
on  any^property  of  the  company,  or  not  so  charged,  in  any  form  or  manner 
or  for  any  amount,"  not  exceeding  the  nominal  capital  of  the  company,  and 
a  specific  power  to  issue  and  indorse  negotiable  instruments. 

The  company  issued  in  payment  to  vendors  of  land  to  them  instruments 
described  on  their  face  as  '*  debenture  bonds,"  and  stamped  as  bonds,  and 
expressed  that  the  company  <*  bind  themselves  and  their  successors  to  pay 
the  bearer  the  principal  sum  of  £20."  The  words  with  respect  to  interest 
were  in  similar  form,  and  there  was  no  charge  on  any  of  the  property  of 
the  company.    The  instruments  were  sold  in  open  market. 

The  company  being  now  in  course  of  winding-up,  it  being  admitted  that 
the  company  had  equities  against  the  parties  to  whom  the  instruments  were 
originally  issued : — 

Held,  1.  That  the  instrumeats  were  promissory  notes,  or  if  not  pro- 
missory notes,  negotiable  instruments,  and  amounted  to  contracts  to  pay  any 
one  who  might  happen  to  be  the  bearer.  2.  That,  consequently,  holders  for 
value  withou  tnotice  of  the  equities  were  entitled  to  prove  for  the  amount 
due  free  from  equities.  3.  That  the  right  to  prove  was  not  afiected  by  the 
fact  that  holders  had  purchased  after  the  passing  of  resolutions  to  wind  up 
the  company,  though  without  notice  of  their  having  been  passed. 

The  winding-up,  which  commenced  by  resolutions  duly  confirmed,  was 
being  continued  under  the  supervision  of  the  Court : — 

Htldf  that  the  supervision  order  related  back  for  all  purposes  to  the  con* 
firmatory  resolution,  and  consequently  that  the  proof  could  only  be  made  for 
the  principal  and  interest  to  the  date  of  the  confirmatory  resolution ;  and  that 
this  question  was  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  interest  had  been  paid  to  a 
later  date. 

1 HESE  were  two  adjourned  summonses  by  persons  who  had  pur* 
chased  in  open  market  debentures  granted  by  the  company,  and 
the  cases  were  taken  as  representative  of  the  general  body  of  the 
holders  for  value  of  the  debentures^  without  notice  of  the  original 
contract  between  the  company  and  the  persons  to  whom  they  were 
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iasued.    Two  cases  were  taken,  in  the  first  of  which,  Mr.  Colborne's  V.-O.  M, 
case,  the  debentures  were  purchased  after  a  resolution  to  wind  up        1870 
the  company  had  been  passed,  and  confirmed,  though  without       j^^^ 

actual  knowledge  of  it ;  in  the  latter,  Mr.  Strawhridge's,  some  of  land^om- 

them  were  purchased  before  the  passing  of  the  resolution.     The  p^ny  op 

,  ...  Marseilles. 

applicants  claimed  to  prove  in  the  winding-up  for  the  amount  due     ^^    ^ 
upon  the  debentures  held  by  them.  Coldobkb  and 

^  ''  8TBAWBR1DGE. 

The  company  was  formed  on  the  19th  of  January,  1866,  by  — 
registration  of  a  memorandum  and  articles  of  association ;  and  by 
clause  5  of  the  memorandum  of  association  one  of  the  objects 
for  which  the  company  was  established  was  stated  to  be,  "  The 
borrowing  of  money  and  the  issue  of  transferrable  or  other 
bonds  or  mortgage  debentures,  or  any  other  securities  founded 
or  based  upon  all  or  any  of  the  real  or  personal  assets  of  the 
company." 

The  following  clauses  of  the  articles  of  association  related  to 
borrowing  powers:— 

'^  25.  The  directors  may  issue  debentures,  bonds,  obligations,  or 
other  securities  of  the  company,  either  specifically  charged  on  any 
property  of  the  company,  or  not  so  charged,  at  any  time  in  any 
form  or  manner,  and  for  any  amount,  which  the  directors  may 
from  time  to  time  determine,  provided  that  the  total  amount  of 
such  securities  shall  not  at  any  time  exceed  the  amount  of  the 
nominal  capital  of  the  company  for  the  time  being  without  the 
sanction  previously  given  of  an  extraordinary  general  meeting/' 

Clause  60  provided  that,  without  limiting  the  general  authority 
thereby  given  to  the  directors,  they  should  have  the  following 
specific  powers,  amongst  which  were : 

«<(i).  To  issue  bonds,  obligations,  or  mortgage  debentures  in 
payment  of  any  lands  or  buildings,  or  for  any  rights  or  privileges 
acquired  by  the  company,  to  such  extent,  and  founded  upon  such 
securities,  and  generally  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  they 
may  think  fit 

"  (4).  For  the  purposes  of  the  company,  to  make,  draw,  accept, 
or  indorse  any  promissory  note,  bill  of  exchange,  or  other  negotiable 
instrument." 

**  93.  Every  bond,  obligation^  or  mortgage  debenture  issued  by 
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V.-C.  M.     the  company  for  securing  money  borrowed  or  due  from  the  company 

1870       shall  be  by  deed  under  the  common  seal  of  the  company. 

^^  **  94.  A  register  of  bonds,  obligations,  or  mortgage  debentures 

Ihfbbtal     gijj^ii  i^Q  made  and  kept  by  the  company,  in  which  shall  be  entered 

FAHY  OF     the  number  and  date  of  every  such  bond,  obligation,  or  mortgage 

„  '  debenture,  and  the  sum  secured  thereby,  the  names  of  the  parties 

CoLDOBSE AND  thcrcto  (if  auy),  with  their  proper  additions,  and  all  other  necessary 

.-«        particulars  with  respect  to  such  bonds,  obligations,  or  mortgage 

debentures." 

The  company  commenced  business  by  the  purchase  of  land  at 
Marseilles,  and  as  part  payment  for  the  land  issued  to  the  vendors^ 
or  other  persons  supposed  to  be  interested  in  the  land  so  purchased, 
instruments  to  a  large  amount  in  the  following  form : — 

"£20.  Debenture  Bond.  500  fr. 

^'  The  Imperial  Land  Company  of  Marseilles,  Limited. 

"No.  320.  Incorporated  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862. 

"Debenture  for  £20  sterling. 

"  The  Imperial  Land  Company  of  Marseilles,  Limited,  hereby  bind 
themselves  and  their  successors  to  pay  to  the  bearer  the  principal 
sum  of  £20  on  the  31st  day  of  March,  1872,  such  payment  to 
be  made  at  the  National  Bank,  No.  13,  Old  Broad  Street,  in  the 
city  of  London, 

"  And  the  said  Imperial  Land  Company  of  Marseilles,  Limited, 
hereby  further  bind  themselves  and  their  successors  to  pay  to  the 
bearer  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the  said 
principal  sum  of  £20,  by  equal  half-yearly  instalments,  on  the  30th 
day  of  September  and  the  31st  day  of  March  in  each  and  every 
year,  until  the  said  principal  sum  of  £20  shall  be  duly  paid  and 
satisfied,  and  according  to  the  coupons  hereto  annexed,  the  first  of 
such  half-yearly  payments  to  be  made  on  the  30th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1866,  and  to  be  continued  half-yearly  up  to  the  31st  day 
of  March,  1872,  when  this  bond  is  entitled  to  be  paid  off  at  par  as 
hereinbefore  mentioned. 

"  In  witness  whereof,  the  common  seal  of  the  Imperial  Land 
Company  of  Marseilles,  Limited,  has  been  hereto  affixed  this  3 1st 
day  of  March,  1866-" 
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Coupons  for  payment  of  interest  in  the  following  form  were      V.-c.  M. 
attached  to  the  instrument : —  1870 


"  The  Imperial  Land  Company  of  Marseilles^  Limited.  iMraBiAL 

*'  Debenture  Bond  D.,  No.  320,  for  £20.    ^^1^^^' 

« Interest  Coupon,  No.  ^  ^^^ 

"  For  twelve  shillings  sterling.    Payable  at  the  National  Bank,  s^wBw^i 

13,  (M  Brmd  Street,  London.  

"  Oeorge  M.  Bright,  Secretary.** 

The  debentures  were  stamped  with  a  bond  stamp  for  the  amount 
named  in  them. 

The  words  "  debenture  bond  "  at  the  top  of  the  instrument  were 
printed  in  an  ornamental  border,  and  there  was  a  French  transla- 
tion of  the  body  of  the  instrument  in  a  column  parallel  with  the 
English  words.  The  corresponding  word  to  "  debenture  "  in  the 
French  translation  was  ^'obligation."  Each  of  the  debentures, 
when  issued,  was  marked  with  a  distinctive  number,  and  was 
entered  in  the  register  provided  in  accordance  with  clause  94  of 
the  articles  of  association. 

• 

A  resolution  was  passed  at  an  exti-aordinary  meeting  of  the 
company  on  the  22nd  of  August,  1867,  and  confirmed  at  a  subse- 
quent meeting  on  the  5th  of  September,  1867,  to  wind  up  the 
company  voluntarily;  and  on  the  22nd  of  September,  1868,  an 
order  was  made  on  a  Petition  to  continue  the  winding-up  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Court. 

The  debentures  so  issued  were  brought  into  the  market  from 
time  to  time,  and  on  the  14th  of  September,  1867,  Mr.  Cdborne 
purchased,  for  £100,  twenty-five  of  them  at  a  sale  at  the  oflice  of 
the  London  Stock  and  Share  Company,  which  was  a  company 
whose  business  it  was  to  hold  periodical  public  sales,  by  auction  or 
otherwise,  of  shares,  stocks,  and  securities  of  joint  stock  companies. 
He  stated,  in  an  a£Sdavit,  that  he  had  no  knowledge  at  the  time  he 
bought  the  debentures  of  the  passing  of  the  winding-up  resolu- 
tions, or  that  the  original  issue  of  the  debentures  was  in  any  way 
irregular. 

Mr.  Stravkridge,  a  stockbroker  and  a  member  of  the  Stock 
Exchange,  purchased  at  the  London  Stock  and  Share  Company 
Vou  XL  2  P  2 
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V.-0.  M.  twelve  debentures  of  the  company,  for  £84,  on  the  10th  of  May, 
1870  1867,  and  twenty-five  debentures,  for  £106  5».,  on  the  6th  of 
In  re       December,  1869,  and  at  another  similar  office,  called  the  Open 

Xmpkriat< 

Land  Com-  Stoeh  Exehange  Company,  three  debentures  on  the  1st  of  De- 
jnu^ssKSLLn,  comber,  1869,  for  £12  15«.,  and  from  another  person  five  more  on 
Ex  parte     the  6th  of  April,  1870,  for  £26  6s,    The  first  purchase  was,  con- 
STBAHBHiDaB.  soquoutly,  before  the  passing  of  the  winding-up  resolution.    Mr. 
Strawhridge  stated,  in  his  affidavit^  that  he  had  no  notion  of  any 
invalidity  or  irregularity  in  the  contract  under  which  the  deben- 
tures were  originally  issued,  and  that  on  inquiring  at  the  office 
of  the  company  he  was  informed  that  they  were  valid  instruments. 
Interest  was  regularly  paid  on  presentation  of  the  coupons  at  the 
bankers  of  the  company  till  the  31st  of  March,  1869. 

An  affidavit  by  Mr.  SamiAehon,  one  of  the  liquidators  of  the 
company,  stated  the  facts  as  to  the  issue  of  the  debentures,  which 
left  no  doubt  that  the  company  could  set  up  equities  to  a  large 
amount  *against  the  persons  to  whom  they  were  originally  issued, 
and  the  liquidators  now  claimed  to  set  up  these  equities,  and 
sought  to  make  the  present  applicants  prove  in  the  winding-up, 
subject  to  them. 

Mr,  ChiUy,  for  Mr.  Cdbome .- — 

Instruments  of  this  kind  are  promissory  notes,  or  at  all  events 
negotiable  instruments  of  some  kind,  and  consequently  a  hondfde 
holder  for  value,  without  notice  of  equities  between  the  company 
and  the  original  holders,  is  entitled  to  prove  for  the  full  amount, 
free  from  any  equities.  The  instruments  do  not  shew  upon  their 
face  any  transactions  between  the  company  and  the  persons  to 
whom  they  were  issued,  and  it  would  be  impossible  for  a  purchaser 
in  the  market  to  trace  them  back  to  the  original  holder.  They 
are  similar  to  the  instruments  issued  by  the  Oeneral  Edcdes 
Company,  which  the  Lord  Justice  8divyn,  in  Ex  parte  CUtf 
Bank  (1)  held  to  be  promissory  notes ;  and  the  Lord  Justice  Wood 
thought  that  was  the  better  opinion,  but  at  all  events  considered 
that  they  were  negotiable  instruments.  In  In  re  Naial  Invedmad 
Company  (2)  the  words  were :  '*  The  company  undertakes  to  pay 
to  A,,  or  to  his  executors,  administrators,  or  transferees,  or  to  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  758.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  356. 


YOL.  XL]  BQUTTY  OASES.  483 

holder  for  the  time  being ;"  and  it  was  held  that  the  words  meant  v.-O.  M. 

"  to  the  person  legally  entitled  to  hold,"  who  was  the  transferee.  1870 

In  Ex  parte  New  Zealand  Banking  Corporation  (1)  the  words  were,  jj^ 

to  pay  to  "  BlaJcdy  &  Dent,  and  their  executors,  administrators,  J^^^^ 

or  assigns,  or  to  the  bearer  thereof ;"  and  the  decision  was,  that  pany  op 

the  holders  were  not  subject  to  equities.  -,^    ^^ 

__-  OoT  ROSN  R  ANT) 

[The  Vice-Chancellob  : — ^The  ground  of  the  decision  in  that  btrawbbidgb. 
case  was,  that  the  company,  by  their  articles  of  association,  had 
contracted  to  pay  the  bearer  of  the  debenture.] 

There  is  nothing  in  the  omission  of  the  words  "value  received" 
to  prevent  a  debenture  being  a  promissory  note :  White  v.  Led- 
ivick  (2) ;  GressweU  v.  Crisp  (3) ;  Ha^ch  v.  IVayes  (4).  No  parti- 
cular form  of  words  is  required :  Byles  on  Bills  of  Exchange  (5) ; 
Kenfs  Commentaries  (6).  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  purchase 
took  place  before  or  after  the  winding-up :  Ex  parte  Swan  (7) ;  as  to 
which  Lord  Justice  Oiffard,  in  giving  judgment  in  In  re  European 
Bank  (8),  says :  **  The  law  on  this  subject  cannot  be  better  stated 
than  is  done  by  Vice-Chancellor  Malins  in  his  judgment  in  Ex 
parte  Swan."  The  form  of  the  instrument  is  quite  inconsistent 
with  its  being  a  bond,  as  may  be  seen  by  comparing  it  with  the 
debenture  in  such  a  case  as  Aihenasum  Life  Assurance  Society  v. 
Podey  (9). 

Mr.  TF.  TT.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  Locoek  Webh,  for  Mr,  Strawhridge : — 

The  articles  of  association  give  power  to  the  directors  to  issue 
negotiable  instruments,  and  these  are  such  in  form.  The  dis- 
tinction between  the  cases  of  Ex  parte  City  Bank  (10)  and  In  re 
Natal  Investment  Company  (11)  is  plain.  In  the  former,  the  words 
were  entirely  commercial ;  in  the  latter,  the  legal  terms  "  executors  " 
and  "  administrators  "  were  inserted,  and  Lord  Cairns  felt  himself 
obliged  to  treat  them  as  technical  words.  In  Aslatt  v,  Farquhar- 
son  (12),  debentures  in  a  commercial  form  were  treated  as  cash. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  154.  (7)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  344. 

(2)  4  Dong.  247.  (8)  Ibid.  5  Ch,  368,  36i?. 

(3)  2  a  &  M.  634.  (9)  1  Giff.  102 ;  3  De  G.  &  J.  294. 

(4)  11  A.  &  E.  702.  (10)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  758. 

(5)  10th  Ed.  p.  6.  (11)  Ibid.  365. 

(6)  10th  Ed.  vol  iii.  p.  95.  (12)  10  W.  R.  458. 

2P2  2 
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y.-O.  M.  Mr.  Sirauibridge  has,  at  all  events,  by  the  inquiry  he  made  at  the 

1870  office,  prevented  the  company  from  setting  up  any  equities  against 

jn  re  bim :    HiffffB  v.  Northern  Assam  Tea  Company  (1) ;   Ex  parte 

l!^C^m-  ^««'^«^^  I^fi  Assurance  Company  (2) ;  Huletfs  Case  (3)  ;  Wood- 

PAKT  OP  hams  V.  Anglo^Australian  Assurance  Company  (4). 

GoLBOBNBAND     ^*  JocTcson  appoarcd  for  the  CrSdii  Fonder,  the  holders  of  a 
Stbawbmdqb.  large  number  of  debentures,  but  was  not  allowed  to  be  heard. 

Sir  Bov/ndeU  Palmer ^  Q.C,  Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Siggins,  for 
the  liquidators  of  the  company : — 

•  By  reference  to  the  register  of  debentures,  it  appears  that  these 
instruments  were  issued  to  a  Mr.  Masterman ;  and  from  the  affidavit 
of  Mr.  SamueUon,  it  appears  that  they  were  paid  to  him  as  part  of 
a  fraudulent  bargain  between  him  and  the  directors  of  the  company; 
and  if  that  case  is  established,  it  will  be  an  equity  to  which  these 
debentures  are  subject,  if  they  are  subject  to  any  equities. 

The  whole  case  turns  on  whether  they  are  bonds  or  promisaoiy 
notes.  If  they  are  bonds,  the  case  of  the  holder  almost  entirely 
breaks  down. 

A  promissory  note  is  an  instrument  not  under  seal ;  and  though 
an  instrument  may  be  negotiable,  though  under  the  seal  of  the 
company,  because  sealing  is  the  usual  mode  of  signature  by  a 
company,  that  consideration  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case ; 
for  by  clause  60,  (t)  and  (Jc\  of  the  articles  of  association,  the 
directors  have  power  to  issue  for  the  company  negotiable  instru- 
ments, which,  by  sect.  47  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  may  be 
made  and  indorsed  by  any  one  for  the  company.  On  the  other 
hand, "  obligations  *'  are  required  to  be  under  seal.  If  these  deben- 
tures ai*e  not  bonds,  it  is  impossible  for  the  company  to  make  a 
bond.  Each  instrument  is  called  a  "debenture  bond,"  and  in 
French  "  obligation ;"  and  it  is  expressed  that  the  company  "  bind 
themselves  to  pay."  It  cannot  be  both  a  promissory  note  and  a 
bond,  and  it  is  called  a  bond ;  and  in  order  to  entitle  the  holder  to 
prove  upon  it,  there  must  be  an  original  valid  contract  to  begin 
with,  for  the  present  holder  can  be  in  no  better  position  than  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  4  Ex.  387.  (3)  2  J.  &  H.  306. 

(2)  Ibid.  10  Eq.  458.  (4)  8  Giff.  238. 
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party  to  whom  the  instrument  was  issued :  Athenssum  Life  Assur-  y.-G.  M. 

ance  Society  v.  Pooley  (1) ;  Aheraman  Ironworka  v.  Wiekens  (2).  In  1870 

the  present  case,  the  original  contract  was  tainted  with  fraud.     In  j^^ 

Ex  parte  New  Zealand  Banking  Corporation  (3)  Lord  Justice  BoU  ^Iiro^ti- 

rejected  the  view  that  the  mere  use  of  the  word  "  bearer "  con-  pant  op 

eluded  all  question ;  and  the  decision  of  that  case  was  made  on  the  ^^    ^ 
ground  that  there  was  an  original  valid  contract  to  accept  the9^"W)BNBAND 

r^  ^  Stbawbbxsgb. 

bearer^  and  that  transaction  could  not  be  attacked.    In  Ex  parte       

City  Bank  (4)  the  company  necessarily  required  to  issue  nego- 
tiable instruments,  and  the  original  transaction  shewed  what  sort 
of  instruments  were  intended ;  and  it  is  not  immaterial  that  the 
stamp  is  the  proper  one  for  a  bond,  nor  that  all  words  such  as 
"  for  value  received  "  are  omitted,  in  a  case  where  the  original  trans- 
action is  impeached.  Adatt  v.  Farguhardon  (5)  and  Higgs  v. 
Northern  Assam  Tea  Company  (6)  were  cases  of  set-oflf,  not  of 
equities.  The  winding-up  fixed  the  rights  of  all  parties,  and  it  is  in- 
cumbent upon  those  who  bought  the  debentures  afterwards  to  shew 
that  there  was  a  debt  due  at  the  time  of  the  winding-up.  The  instru- 
ments would  not  have  been  good  as  bills  of  exchange,  because  there 
was  no  payee  named :  Bex.  v.  Bichard*  (7) ;  B^,  v.  BandaU  (8). 
The  Court  will  not  assist  parties  who  seek  to  evade  the  law,  which 
fixes  parties  taking  bonds  with  the  equities  of  the  original  holder, 
by  leaving  out  the  holder's  name.  The  N&wgong  Tea  Company 
and  the  Northern  Assam  Tea  Company  issued  similar  instruments, 
which  have  been  treated  as  subject  to  equities. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Westlake^  for  the  creditors'  represen- 
tative : — 

This  is  a  question  of  equities,  not  of  set-off»  Ex  parte  New  Zea- 
land Banking  Corporation  was  decided  not  on  the  ground  that 
bonds  might  be  made  negotiable,  but  that  the  company  had  con- 
tracted themselves  out  of  their  rights.  Here  there  is  no  repre- 
sentation, 03  iu  Ex  parte  City  Bank,  that  value  had  been  given, 
but  merely  that  a  contract  had  been  entered  into  to  pay  that  sum, 
and  that  contract  was  tainted  with  fraud. 

(1)  1  Giflf.  102 ;  a  De  G.  &  J.  294.  (5)  10  W.  R.  458. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  486,  516,  517.  (6)  Law  Rep.  4  Ex.  887. 

(3)  Ibid.  3  Ch.  154.  (7)  1  Russ.  &  Ry.  193. 

(4)  Ibid..  758.  (8)  Rubs.  0.  C.  Ib5. 
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V.-a  ^U         Mr.  ChMy,  in  reply  :— 

i^  Whatever  these  instruments  are,  they  are  not  bonds ;  as  bonds 

In  re        they  would  fail  altogether,  on  account  of  not  having  any  obligee 

Land  Ck)M-    named,    A  bond  cannot  be  made  payable  to  bearer :   Ex  parte 

Mar8kilij».   ^^^  Zealand  Banking  Corf  oration  (1) ;  Sheppar^s  Touchstone  (2) ; 

Ex  parte  Green  v.  Home  (3) ;  Cruise's  Digest  (4). 
Stbawbridob.  Documents  should  be  interpreted  so  as  not  to  destroy,  but  to 
^^  give  effect  to  them.  Clause  60  of  the  articles  of  association  is  an 
enabling  clause,  and  does  not  prohibit  issuing  promissory  notes 
under  seal :  HaJford  v.  Cameron's  Coalbrooh  Steam  Coal  and  Stoansea 
and  LougJior  Railway  Company  (5).  The  mere  addition  of  the  seal 
of  the  company  does  not  invalidate  the  instrument,  and  its  whole 
frame  is  commercial  and  not  legal.  An  instrument  drawn  as  a 
bill  of  exchange,  but  defective  for  want  of  a  drawee,  has  been  held 
valid  as  a  promissory  note :  Feto  v.  Reynolds  (6). 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  :— 

This  is  a  case  of  the  greatest  possible  importance,  I  apprehend, 
not  only  to  joint  stock  companies  and  other  bodies  in  the  habit  of 
issuing  negotiable  instruments,  whether  called  debentures,  bonds, 
or  otherwise,  but  also  to  the  public  at  large.  I  am  perhaps  not 
wrong  in  saying  that  it  is  a  case  as  important  as  any  that  has  ever 
been  argued  under  the  Winding-up  AdSy  and  on  account  of  its 
importance  I  should  have  reserved  my  judgment  if  the  case  had 
not  been  opened  a  fortnight  ago,  when  the  leading  authorities 
were  referred  to ;  and  then,  and  on  Saturday,  and  since,  I  have  had 
opportunities  of  referring  to  and  considering  every  authority  that 
was  cited,  and  of  reading  the  papers  in  private,  and  I  do  not  feel 
that  if  I  were  to  defer  my  judgment  I  could  possibly  deal  better 
with  the  case  than  I  can  now,  when  the  whole  of  the  arguments 
are  fresh  in  my  mind. 

The  question  I  have  to  decide  is,  the  effect  of  issuing  debentures 
or  debenture  bonds  by  public  companies.  The  debentures,  or 
bonds,  or  promissory  notes,  or  whatever  they  may  be  called  in 
this  case,  are  made  payable  to  bearer,  and  were  purchased  either 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  164.  (4)  Vol.  iv.  tit.  xxxii.  c  8. 

(2)  Page  367.  (5)  16  Q.  B,  442. 

(3)  1  Salk.  197.  (6;  9  Ex.  410. 
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at  what  is  called  the  London  Stock  and  Share  Company^  or  in  a     Y.-C.  M. 
similar  way  for  value  (the  amount  given  for  them,  I  apprehend,        1870 
makes  no  difference),  aud  were  bought  on  the  faith  of  being  made       in  re 
payable  to  bearer,  as  they  are  in  fact  expressed,  and  I  have  now   i^^^^^u^. 
to  decide  whether  they  can  be  enforced  by  the  holder  for  the  time  ,,^^^^  ^' 
being  in  his  own  name,  or  whether  he  must  take  them  subject  to     ^  _f^ 
the  equities  which  existed  between  the  company  and  the  person  to  Colbokmband 

whom  they  were  issued  originally.    It  is  said,  and  I  suppose  truly,       

that  these  bonds  or  documents  were  issued  to  a  Mr.  Masterman  to 
carry  out  a  fraudulent  transaction,  whereby  he  sold  land  to  the 
company  for  more  than  £3,200,000,  which  he  and  others  with 
him  bought  for  a  much  smaller  sum,  and  put  the  difference 
into  their  pockets.  For  the  purpose  of  my  decision,  I  will  assume 
that  there  are  equities  arising  out  of  this  transaction  which  might 
be  set  up  against  Mr.  Masterman  by  the  company  if  he  remained 
the  holder  of  the  documents ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  such 
equities  can  be  set  up  against  purchasers  from  him. 

[His  Honour  theu,  after  reading  the  parts  of  the  memorandum 
and  articles  of  association  above  set  out  relating  to  borrowing 
powers,  and  describing  the  instrumeDts  in  question,  and  stating 
generally  that  the  directors  had  full  power  to  issue  them  in  their 
actual  form,  continued : — ] 

Now  the  question  before  me  is,  whether  those  who  hold  these 
instruments,  which  had  been  issued,  and  were  circulating  in  the 
market  to  the  extent  of  about  £400,000,  can  recover  as  against  the 
company,  there  being  nothing  upon  the  face  of  the  transaction 
illegal  or  improper.  One  object  of  this  association  was  to  raise 
money  to  facilitate  their  operations,  and  with  that  view  to  issue 
instruments  which  should  be  binding  upcm  them,  and  pass  freely 
in  the  market ;  and  if  it  is  admitted  that  an  instrument  payable  to 
A.  B.,  or  order,  when  indorsed  by  A.  J5.,  becomes  payable  to  bearer, 
and  passes  as  freely  as  a  bank-note,  there  is  nothing  illegal  or  im- 
proper in  so  treating  these  instruments ;  and  as  regards  the  interests 
of  the  company,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  greater  the  facility 
given  for  dealing  with  them  in  the  market,  the  better  it  must 
be  for  those  who  issue  them ;  and  if  I  were  to  accede  to  the  argu- 
ment addressed  to  me,  that  these  instruments  are  to  be  taken  by 
the  holder,  subject  to  the  equities  between  the  company  and  the 
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V.-O.  M.  person  or  persons  to  whom  they  were  originally  issued,  I  appre- 

1870  hend  that  I  should  in  effect  render  them  unmarketable,  because 

Inrt  they  would  be  thrown  into  such  discredit  that  no  man  in  his 

/f3^r  w  senses  would  ever  deal  in  them. 

PANT  OF  Much  has  been  said  about  this  beins:  a  question  as  to  which  of 

JUABflBILUU. 

Ex  parte     *^^  innocent  parties  should  suffer,  Mr.  Cdbome  and  Mr.  Strata 
CoLBOHHK  Aim  iridge  bciue  taken  as  representing^  the  holders  of  these  instni* 

ments,  and  the  other  innocent  party  being  the  body  of  shareholders 

of  the  company.  Where  that  is  clearly  the  position  of  the  parties, 
it  may  be  that  the  Court  is  bound  to  balance  between  them,  and 
see  upon  the  whole  what  is  to  be  done.  This  is,  howcYer,  chiefly 
a  shareholder's  question,  being  as  to  whether  calls  are  to  be  made 
upon  them  to  pay  these  bonds ;  and  if  shareholders  commit  their 
interests  to  a  body  of  directors  unknown  to  them,  of  whose  capacity 
for  business  and  integrity  they  are  ignorant,  and  are  unfortunate 
in  selecting  men  incapable  or  dishonest  (and  here  the  allegation  ia 
that  they  have  been  unfortunate  in  selecting  those  that  were  dis- 
honest), on  whom  ought  the  loss  to  fall?  On  those  who  haTe 
selected  such  persons,  or  those  who,  dealing  with  the  company, 
have  no  opportunity  of  knowing  the  facts  ?  I  have  no  hesitation 
in  coming  to  a  conclusion,  upon  general  principles,  that  between 
two  such  parties  the  loss  ought  to  fall  upon  the  shareholders,  and 
not  upon  purchasers  who  honestly  and  fairly  buy  articles  or  com- 
modities which  were  intended  to  be  marketable,  and  were  issued 
with  the  marks  which  entitle  them  to  be  so  treated. 

This  being,  in  my  opinion,  the  general  view  applicable  to  the 
case,  I  have  now  to  consider  what  is  the  nature  of  these  instruments. 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that,  whether  they  were  promissory 
notes,  or  bonds,  or  debentures,  it  was  within  the  powers  conferred 
upon  the  directors,  by  the  clauses  I  have  read  from  the  memo- 
randum and  articles  of  association,  to  issue  them.  Are  they,  then, 
promissory  notes  or  debentures  ?  or  does  it  make  any  difference 
which  they  are  in  the  result  ?  My  opinion  is  that,  whichever  they 
are,  the  result  is  the  same,  because  they  in  any  case  make  a  con- 
tract by  which  the  company  have  bound  themselves  to  pay  not 
to  any  particular  person,  but  to  any  person  who  may  be  the  bearer, 
the  sum  appearing  to  be  due  upon  their  face.  But  if  they  are 
promissory  notes,  there  is  an  end  of  the  question.     What,  then,  is  a 
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promissory  note  ?    The  common  form  is,  *  I  promise  to  pay  A.  B.,"     V.-0.  M. 
or  **  I  promise  to  pay  the  bearer " — ^as,  for  instance,  a  Bank  of       1870 
Enffland  note,  which  runs,  "  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  bearer  so  many       j„  „ 
pounds  for  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England!*   ^^^^. 
The  note  being  signed  by  a  particular  derk,  passes  freely,  and  is     paity  op 
paid  to  any  one  who  may  be  the  bearer.    But  if  an  mstrument  is     j^^  ^^ 
expressed,  "  I  bind  myself  to  pay,**  that  is  also  a  promissory  note ;  Colbobne  and 

or,  in  short,  anything  from  which  a  Court  can  collect  an  obligation       

on  the  one  side  to  pay  in  favour  of  another  is  a  promissory  note, 
whether  the  maker  is  an  individual  or  a  public  company.  Under 
the  47th  section  of  the  Companies  Aet,  1862,  an  agent  for  the 
company  might  have  signed  an  instrument  containing  any  form  of 
words,  by  which  it  was  made  apparent  that  the  company  was  to  pay, 
and  another  person  or  the  bearer  was  to  receive,  and  it  would 
have  been  a  valid  promissory  note.  A  promissory  note  may  be  in 
a  long  form  or  a  short  form,  or  to  pay  on  a  certain  day  without 
interest,  or  at  a  distant  day  with  interest  Any  person  may  make 
a  promissory  note  payable  twenty  years  hence,  with  interest  half- 
yearly,  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations  would  not  begin  to  run 
till  the  expiration  of  that  period.  In  this  ease  it  is  a  long  form, 
by  which  the  company  bind  themselves  at  the  end  of  six  years 
firom  the  date  of  the  instrument  to  pay  £20,  with  half-yearly 
interest  in  the  meantime  at  6  per  cent.,  for  which  coupons  or 
notes  are  annexed.  That  is>  in  my  opinion,  a  promissory  note, 
and  not  less  so  because  it  is  called  a  debenture.  I  agree  with 
Mr.  ChUty^  that  a  debenture  merely  means  an  instrument  which 
shews  that  the  party  owes  and  is  bound  to  pay.  It  is  not  less  so 
because  at  the  top  it  is  called  debenture  bond.  I  need  not  refer  to 
the  authorities,  which  shew  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  con- 
sideration should  be  stated  on  the  face  of  a  promissory  note,  for 
the  point  was  not  contested.  The  consideration  will  be  implied, 
and  the  obligation  to  pay  £20  is  just  as  binding  as  if  it  had 
been  expressed,  "in  consideration  of  £20  received  from  A.  J5., 
we  bind  ourselves  to  pay  A,  5.,  or  order,  the  sum  of  £20  within 
six  years,"  But  suppose  the  instrument  not  to  be  a  promissory 
note,  but  a  bond  or  debenture,  or  anything  else,  it  is  equally  bind- 
ing on  the  company,  because  it  is  a  representation  by  the  company 
to  all  the  world  that  they  will,  at  the  expiration  of  six  years,  pay 
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y.-0.  M.  the  sum  for  which  it  is  given  to  the  holder,  together  with  interest 

1870  half-yearly  in  the  meantime.     And  it  would  be  contrary  to  every 

^^^  principle,  and  fatal  to  the  existence  of  such  instruments  in  this 

J^^^Q^  and  all  other  companies,  if  in  the  hands  of  every  person  taking  them 

PANT  OF  they  were  subject  to  the  equities  between  the  company  and  the 

_  original  holder ;  it  would  be  a  blow  to  the  mercantile  transactions 

CoLBOBNB  AND  of  this  couutry  far  beyond  the  value  of  any  protection  to  be  afforded 

Stbawbbipgk 

'  to  the  members  of  this  company,  who,  if  they  were  unfortunate, 

were  unfortunate  in  being  betrayed  by  the  persons  to  whom  they 
committed  their  interests.  Every  principle  of  public  policy  calls 
upon  me  to  repudiate  the  notion  that  such  documents  are  to  be 
treated  like  bonds  or  choses  in  action,  in  which  the  equities  between 
the  parties  can  be  entered  into. 

Such  would  have  been  my  conclusion  apart  from  authority.  The 
authorities,  however,  are  not  all  reconcileable ;  but  I  am  happy 
to  find  that  the  latest  case.  Ex  parte  City  Bank  (1),  supports  pre- 
cisely the  view  which  I  have  expressed.  There  is  one  distinction 
between  that  case  and  the  present,  which  is  an  immaterial  one. 
In  that  case,  which  has  been  so  much  commented  upon,  and  which 
I  have  read  again  and  again,  and  considered  as  much  as  I  am  capable 
of  considering  it,  the  Meister  of  the  Bolls  made  an  order  admit- 
ting the  City  Bank  to  prove  on  certain  instruments,  subject  to  any 
equities  existing  between  the  original  holder  and  the  General 
Estates  Company ;  and,  in  effect,  made  the  instruments  utterly 
worthless.  The  question  came  by  way  of  appeal  before  the  Lords 
Justices,  and  every  word  of  their  judgment  I  apprehend  is  appli- 
cable to  this  case. 

The  Lord  Justice  Wood  says  (2) :  "  I  incline  to  think  that  this 
instrument  is  a  promissory  note  ;  but  if  not,  I  think  it  is  an  instru- 
ment coming  within  the  principles  of  In  re  Agra  and  Mader^ 
man's  Bank  (8)  and  In  re  Blakely  Ordnance  Company  "  (4).  In  re 
Agra  and  Masterman's  Bank  is  a  case  in  which  a  person  had  a 
letter  of  credit  with  which  he  went  abroad.  It  was  in  the  usaal 
form,  authorizing  the  holder  to  draw  upon  the  bank.  The  holder 
of  the  letter  of  credit  had  diuwn  upon  the  bank,  and  the  Lords 
Justices  held,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  Woodf 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  758.  (3)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  39L 

(2)  Ibid.  76L  (4)  Ibid.  3  Cb.  154. 
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that  the  case  was  one  in  which  no  equity  could,  under  the  cir-  V.-O.  M. 

cnmstances,  be  set  up.    And  the  Lord  Justice  was  referring  not  to  1870 

his  decision  but  to  that  of  the  Appeal  Court.     He  continues:  j^^ 

"  The  case  is  stronger  in  favour  of  the  assignee  than  in  either  of  lT^^'^m- 

those  cases,  for  each  of  these  instruments  is  more  like  a  promissory  i*^»y  of 

1  1-1  -ri'  T.iii  MAB8EILLE8. 

note  than  anything  else.     It  being  stamped  with  a  deed-stamp     Ex^caie 
cannot  affect  the  question,  there  being  nothing  to  prevent  a  pro-  Oolborne  ahd 

*  D  o  x-  r  fc'.TRAWBBIDGB. 

missory  note  being  so  stamped.     It  is  under  seal ;  but  so,  in  the        

absence  of  special  powers,  must  every  instrument  be  which  is 
executed  by  a  corporation.  If  there  had  been  in  these  articles  any 
provision,  such  as  we  often  find,  providing  for  the  issuing  negotiable 
instruments  not  under  seal,  the  argument  from  the  use  of  a  seal 
would  have  had  much  more  weight.  The  instrument  is  called  on 
the  face  of  it  a  debenture,  which,  so  far  as  it  goes,  is  in  favour  of 
its  being  a  deed,  and  not  a  promissory  note ;  but  when  we  look  at 
its  contents,  we  find  that  the  company  thereby  undertake  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  Hodffes,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1867,  the  sum  of  £1000, 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum,  which,  apart 
from  the  immaterial  substitution  of  "  undertake  "  for  "  promise," 
is  the  simple  and  ordinary  form  of  a  promissory  note.  Corporate 
bodies  may  issue  promissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange  where  the 
nature  and  character  of  their  business  warrant  it  Here  the 
nature  and  character  of  the  business  is  such  that  the  issuing  nego- 
tiable instruments  would  be  an  ordinary  and  almost  necessary  inci- 
dent to  it.  The  better  opinion  seems  to  me  to  be  that  this  is  a 
promissory  note.**  This  is  in  accordance  with  the  conclusion  I 
arrive  at  in  the  present  case — that  these  instruments  are  either 
promissory  notes,  or  distinct  promises  to  all  the  world  that  the 
company  would  pay  to  the  order  of  the  person  named,  and  that  it 
is  not  competent  for  the  company  afterwards  to  set  up  equities  of 
their  own ;  and  I  should  have  deeply  legretted  it  if  I  had  found  my- 
self bound  by  any  decision  to  hold  the  contrary.  Here  I  have  the 
decision  of  the  Superior  Court,  which  says :  "  If  it  be  not  so,  the 
authorities  go  to  this,  that  where  there  is  a  distinct  promise  held 
out  by  a  company  informing  all  the  world  that  they  will  pay  to 
the  order  of  the  person  named,  it  is  not  competent  for  that  com- 
pany afterwards  to  set  up  equities  of  their  own,  and  say  that, 
because  the  person  who  makes  the  order  is  indebted  to  them,  they 
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y.-0.  M.  will  not  pay."    Now,  I  was  much  pressed  upon  this   with  the 

1870  decision  of  Lord  Cairns  in  In  re  Natal  Investment  Company  (1) ; 

jn  n  and  Lord  Justice  Wood  thus  disposes  of  it :  ''As  regards  the  Naid 

Ij^O^'  Ciow*pa;ty'8  case,  I  do  not  think  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  there 

PANT  OF  overruled  the  other  case&     In  that  case  there  was  an  agreement  to 

Ex  parte  V^7  ^  ^  certain    individual,  *his  executors,  administrators,  or 

CoLBORNKAND  transfercos,'  which  his  Lordship  held  equivalent  to  *  his  executors, 
Btbawbbidqb.  . 

administrators,  or  assigns/    Thus  far,  therefore,  the  instrument 

was  in  the  form  of  an  ordinary  money  bond,  but  there  were  the 
added  words, '  or  to  the  holder  for  the  time  being  of  this  debenture 
bond ;'  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  said  those  words  were  not  intended 
to  control  the  general  character  of  the  instrument,  but  were  only 
intended  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  executing  a  formal  as- 
signment by  deed.  There  the  instrument  was,  in  other  respects,  in 
the  ordinary  form  of  a  covenant  to  pay,  while  here  it  is  in  the 
form  of  a  promissory  note  payable  to  order."  Then  Lord  Justice 
8dwyn  says  (2) :  ''  I  also  think  that  in  this  case  the  company  clearly 
had  power  to  issue  negotiable  instruments,  especially  having  regard 
to  the  86th  clause  of  the  articles.  It  then  remains  to  be  seen 
whether,  according  to  its  true  construction,  this  is  a  negotiable 
instrument.  The  case  seems  to  be  stronger  than  that  of  Agra 
and  Masterman's  Bank,  because  there  there  was  a  letter  of  credit 
which  was  capable  of  being  put  an  end  to  at  any  time ;  but  in  the 
present  case  these  instruments  were  finally  issued  by  way  of  a 
cash  payment.  From  the  nature  of  the  transaction  it  is  to  be 
inferred  that  it  was  intended  to  give  negotiable  instruments,  for 
they  were  given  in  substitution  for  mortgages,  and  their  being 
negotiable  appears  to  be  the  only  consideration  for  the  exchange. 
Then,  as  to  their  being  under  the  seal  of  the  company,  in  the 
absence  of  any  special  power  an  instrument  under  seal  is  the  only 
instrument  by  which  a  corporate  body  can  contract  at  all.  The 
present  case  is  broadly  distinguishable  from  that  of  the  Natal 
Company  on  the  grounds  mentioned  by  the  Lord  Justice.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  these  must  be  treated  as  negotiable  instruments, 
and  that  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  varied  by 
striking  out  the  words  making  the  proof  subject  to  equities."  In 
the  case  before  the  Lord  Justice  BoU,  Ex  parte  New  Zealand  Banking 
(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  355.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  76a 
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Corporation  (1),  there  was  a  contract  to  sell  the  business  to  the  com-     v.-O.  M. 
pany,  and  they  were  to  give  Hr.  Blakdy  and  Mr.  Benty  who  sold  it,        isro 
notes  payable  to  bearer ;  and  the  notes  were  accordingly  made       ^^^ 
payable  to  them,  "  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  or   J^^^S*^ 
to  the  bearer  thereof,  upon  a  certam  day ;  and  the  question  was,     pant  of 
whether  the  person  who  held  the  note  could  have  an  equity  set  up 
against  him.     Lord  Justice  BoU  relied  very  much  upon  the  form  Oolborneand 

of  the  original  contract.     He  says  (2) :    **  They  are  payable  to        

bearer,  and  the  object  and  intention  of  the  parties  in  making  them 
80  payable  was,  no  doubt,  to  give  to  any  person  taking  them  the 
right  of  resorting  for  payment  directly  to  the  obligors,  without  re- 
gard to  any  equities  that  might  exist  between  them  and  the  original 
obUgees ;"  and,  further,  he  says  (3) :  **  In  In  re  Agra  and  Master* 
maWe  Bank  (4),  it  was  held  that  the  rule  which  makes  assign- 
ments of  choses  in  action  subject  to  the  equities  existing  between 
the  original  parties  to  the  contract,  must  yield  when  a  contrary  in- 
tention  appears  from  the  nature  or  terms  of  the  contract.  I  adopt 
that  decision.  I  think  it  applicable,  as  aboye  explained,  to  the  facts 
of  this  case."  Therefore  he  also  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
holders  of  these  notes  were  entitled  to  prove  for  them  irrespective  of 
any  equities  existing  between  the  company  and  the  original  maker, 
and  those  equities  were  altogether  discarded,  in  fact,  by  his  judgment 

Then,  with  regard  to  In  re  Natal  Investment  Company  (5),  it  was 
said  that  all  these  three  cases,  Ex  parte  City  Banlc  (6),  In  re  Natal 
Investment  Company ,  and  Ex  parte  New  Zealand  Banking  Corpora- 
tion could  stand  together.  It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  go  into  that 
question,  because  it  is  clear  that  the  Lords  Justices,  in  Ex  parte 
City  Bank,  did  not  consider  that  they  were  overruling  In  re 
Natal  Investment  Company,  I  have  already  observed  that  I  am 
unable  to  see  how  In  re  Natal  Investment  Company  can  be  recon- 
ciled with  Ex  parte  New  Zealand  Banking  Corporation  and  Ex  parte 
City  Bank.  In  In  re  Natal  Investment  Company  the  bonds  were 
made  payable  *'  to  the  holder,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
transferees,  or  to  the  holder  for  the  time  being  of  the  debenture 
bond."    I  am  unable  to  see  any  distinction  between  *'  payable  to 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  154.  (4)  Law  Bep.  2  Oh.  391. 

(2)  Ibid.  159.  (5)  Ibid.  3  Ch.  355. 

(3)  Ibid.  160.  (6J  Ibid.  758 
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V.-O.  M.  bearer,"  and  "  to  the  holder  for  the  time  being,"  because  the  bearer 

1870  is  the  holder  for  the  time  being.    But  if  the  eases  are  inconsistent^ 

jnre  I  am  bound  by  the  latter  case,  in  which  the  former  one  was  fully 

La '^^^Co^  -  considered :  and,  with  every  respect  to  Lord  Cairns,  I  cannot  help 

PANT  OF  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  he  might  with  great  propriety  have 

Ex  varte  ^^^^^^^  In  re  NaiaL  Investment  Company  (1)  the  other  way. 

CoLBOKNBAND      Thc  samo  principle  may  be  collected,  from  the  case  of  AJait 

Stbawbkidge.  . 

V.  FarquJiarson  (2),  also  before  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  in  which 

debentures  were  issued  by  a  limited  company,  and  certain  ships 
were  assigned  to  ti'ustees  upon  trust  to  secure  "  to  the  holders  for 
the  time  being  "  of  the  debentures  their  nominal  amount.  Some 
of  these  debentures  were  issued  to  agents  of  the  company,  who 
had  incurred  expense  on  its  account  An  assignee  for  value  from 
the  agents  having  sought  to  have  the  debentures  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  ships,  the  company  alleged  that 
there  were  outstanding  accounts  between  themselves  and  their 
agents,  on  which  a  large  balance  would  be  found  due  to  them ;  bat 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  without  calling  for  a  reply,  said  (3),  that  "  he 
should  consider  this  case  clear  of  the  question  raised  on  the  form 
of  the  trust  deed,  by  which  the  trustees  were  to  stand  possessed  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  ships,  in  trust  to  pay  *  to  the  holders 
for  the  time  being '  of  the  debentures  the  amount  thereby  secured. 
It  might  be  doubted  whether  this  form  of  the  deed  would  give  any 
higher  right  than  would  be  otherwise  possessed  by  the  holders  of 
debentures.  But  if  it  did  not,  this  form  of  the  deed  was  very 
improper,  for  it  was  not  fair  or  honourable  to  represent,  in  reference 
to  non-assignable  instruments,  that  the  trusts  of  the  deed  were  for 
the  holders  of  them.  However,  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  this 
point,  for  if  an  action  were  brought  by  Croskey  on  the  debentures" 
(that  was  the  person  to  whom  they  were  originally  issued),  "he 
would  succeed.  These  debentures  were  given  for  good  consideration, 
and  were  intended  to  be  treated  as  cash.  The  question  was,  whether, 
when  they  had  been  so  given,  and  then  accounts  went  on  between 
the  parties  for  a  long  time,  there  could  be  any  right  of  set-off  at 
law.  The  ships  were  assigned,  and  the  debentures  were  to  be  paid 
when  funds  should  be  realised.    The  property  was  ample,  and  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  356.  (2)  10  W.  R.  45a 

(3)  10  W.  R.  459. 
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engagement  having  now  ripened  into  an  available  security,  could  v.-O.  M. 

the  company  be  allowed  to  say  they  believed  that,  if  the  accounts  1870 

were  taken,  a  sum  would  be  found  due  to  them  ?    The  nature  of  ^^^ 

these  accounts  might  be  judged  from  the  fact  that  a  suit  in  respect  Imperial 

of  them  had  been  pending  for  two  years.   It  would  be  most  unjust  pany  of 

to  defer  payment  of  these  debentures  until  settlement  of   the  „      ^ 

JsiX  parte 

accounts,  even  if  Croshey  had  been  Plaintiff:  and  therefore  the  Coldobneand 

present  Plaintiff's  right  was  clear  to  have  the  proceeds  of  the        

sale  of  the  ships  handed  over  to  him."  No  other  case  of  impor- 
tance was  referred  to,  for  the  numerous  cases  referred  to  as  to 
the  effect  of  a  promissory  note  all  go  to  shew  that  there  is  no 
particular  form  necessary,  and  that  the  nature  of  the  stamp  makes 
no  difference. 

Upon  all  those  groands,  therefore,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
it  was  within  the  power  of  the  directors  to  issue  debentures  pay- 
able to  bearer.  They  have  issued  them  in  the  form  of  promissory 
notes ;  and  it  is  clear,  upon  every  general  principle,  that  the  com- 
pany are  not  at  liberty  to  set  up  against  the  holders  of  these 
notes  any  equities  tbey  have  as  between  themselves  and  the  per- 
sons to  whom  they  were  originally  issued,  I  adopt  the  language 
of  Lord  Justice  Wood  (1),  as  conclusive  upon  the  subject :  **  The 
authorities  go  to  this,  that  where  there  is  a  distinct  promise  held 
out  by  a  company  informing  all  the  world  that  they  will  pay  to 
the  order  of  the  person  named,  it  is  not  competent  for  that  com- 
pany afterwards  to  set  up  equities  of  their  own,  and  say  that, 
because  the  person  who  makes  the  order  is  indebted  to  them,  they 
will  not  pay." 

Though  the  instrument  is  written  both  in  English  and  French, 
I  must  treat  it  as  an  English  document,  and  as  such  it  is  imma- 
terial that  it  is  not  stated  to  be  for  value  received. 

The  only  other  point  necessary  to  be  mentioned  is  with  regard 
to  the  fact  that  the  debentures  were  bought  by  Mr.  Colbome  on 
the  14th  of  September,  1867,  and  consequently  after  the  resolu- 
tion to  wind  up,  which  was  on  the  5th  of  September,  1867.  It  is 
immaterial,  because  it  is  distinctly  sworn  that  Mr.  Colbome  had 
no  notice  of  the  resolution  to  wind  up,  and  the  advertisement  in 
the  Gazette  is  only  notice  to  those  who  see  it    The  debentures 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  3  Oh.  762. 
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y.*0.  M.  were  at  the  time  carrying  interest^  which  oontiiined  to  be  paid 

1870  till  March,  1869. 

j„^  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  any  further  into  Mr.  Strawbridge's 

Sc^M.  ^  ^^^  ^^^  >^y  difference  between  the  cases  is,  that  he  is 

PANT  OF  in  rather  a  more  favourable  position  as  to  some  of  his  debentures, 

Ex  jMfie  ^^'^b  b^  bought  before  the  resolution  to  wind  up.     He  also  made 

OoLBOBNBAKD  inquiries  at  the  office,  and  was  told  they  were  valid  documents, 

Stbawbbidqb.      ^ 

and  upon  every  ground  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  his  claim 

must  be  admitted  as  against  the  company. 

The  two  cases  have  been  brought  forward  in  a  most  proper 
manner — by  Mr.  Colbarney  as  representing  the  class  held  by  him, 
and  by  Mr.  Sirawbridgey  as  representing  the  class  held  by  him— 
and  I  believe  it  is  arranged  that  the  costs  of  all  parties  are  to 
come  out  of  the  estate. 


Deo.  10.  When  the  order  came  to  be  drawn  up,  it  appeared 
that  the  question  had  not  been  determined  for  what  amount  the 
claimants  were  entitled  to  prove  upon  the  debentures.  Interest 
having  been  paid,  as  the  coupons  fell  due,  till  the  31st  of  March, 
1869,  the  Registrar  drew  up  the  order  for  the  total  amount  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest  so  paid.  The  company,  however,  objected  to  the 
proof  being  allowed  for  a  larger  amount  than  the  principal  and  the 
interest  to  the  date  of  the  passing  of  the  winding-up  resolutions, 
and  contended  that  any  payment  of  interest  beyond  that  period, 
if  made  by  the  company,  should  be  treated  as  a  payment  on  aoconnt 
of  the  principal  of  the  debt.  It  was  stated  that  some  portion  of 
the  interest  had  been  paid,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  company, 
by  the  Consolidated  Lcmd  Company  of  France,  which  was  a  company 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  taking  over  its  assets  and  liabilities. 

Mr.  Olaese,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hiffffins,  for  the  company : — 

It  is  not  disputed  that  this  company  is  insolvent,  and  consequently 
the  question  necessarily  arises,  what  amount  the  debenture  holders 
are  entitled  to  prove  for.  Where  there  is  a  compulsory  order, 
interest  stops  from  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up :  Warrani 
Finance  Company's  Case  (1) ;  Ebbw  Vale  Company's  Case  (2).  The 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  643.  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  112. 
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scheme  of  the  Companies  Ad,  1862,  vras  to  make  the  rights  of  Y.-G.  H. 
parties  under  a  winding-up  under  supervision  the  same  as  they       isro 
would  be  under  a  compulsory  order.  Therefore  the  time  for  stopping       j^  „ 

interest  is  the  commencement  of  the  yoluntary  winding-up,  and  the  ^^^^ . 

debt  should  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  proof  just  as  it  stood  at  pa^y  op 

that  tune.  ^^^^ 

GOLBOBKBAKD 

Mr.  Chitty,  for  Mr.  Colbome ;—  Stbawbbidgk. 

The  principle  on  which  the  decisions  as  to  stopping  interest  on  a 
compulsory  winding-up  is  based  is  the  assumed  insolvency  of  the 
company.  But  that  reason  does  not  apply  to  a  voluntary  winding- 
up,  which  may  be  made  for  many  other  reasons  than  inability  to  pay 
debts :  In  re  East  of  England  Banking  Company  (1).  A  voluntary 
winding-up  is  an  act  of  the  shareholders,  not  of  the  creditors,  and 
does  not  bar  the  right  to  a  compulsory  order.  Then,  if  a  voluntary 
winding-up  does  not  stop  interest,  it  is  impossible  that  a  subsequent 
supervision  order  can  relate  back  to  the  confirmatory  resolution  so 
as  to  affect  the  amount  for  which  creditors  are  entitled  to  prove, 
and  interest  ought  to  be  allowed  till  the  supervision  order. 

Mr.  W.  W.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  Lococh  Webb,  for  Mr.  Strawbridge. 

Mr.  Olasse,  in  reply; — 

The  supervision  order  is,  by  sect.  151  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862, 
made  equivalent  to  a  winding-up.  Here  the  question  is  not  as  to 
rights  between  shareholders  and  creditors,  but  between  different 
creditors  inter  se.  The  supervision  order  relates  back  to  the  con- 
firmatory resolution,  just  as  is  the  case  in  bankruptcy :  Weston^s 
Case  {2). 

Sib  E.  Malins,  V.C  : — 

The  present  question,  as  to  what  is  the  amount  for  which  deben- 
ture holders  are  to  be  entitled  to  prove,  was  not  argued  previously ; 
and  I  think,  upon  the  authority  of  the  Warrant  Finance  Company's 
Case  (3),  that  the  rule  is  clearly  settled  that,  in  a  compulsory 
winding-up,  debts  bearing  interest  can  only  be  proved  for  the  debt 
and  so  much  of  the  interest  as  is  actually  due  at  the  commence- 

.  (1)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  14.  (2)  Law  Eep.  4  Ch.  20. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  4  Ch.  643. 
Vol.  XL  2Q  2 
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y.-C.M.  ment  of  the  winding-up.    Whatever  day  is  fixed  upon  in  the  case 

1870  of  a  winding-up  under  supervision,  the  interest  will  be  calculated 

/n  ^  for  proof  till  that  day,  without  prejudice  to  a  claim  for  subsequent 

LajtoCom-  ^^^^^*  ^^  ^^  should  turn  out  that  there  is  a  surplus  applicable  to 

PANT  OP  the  purpose.    It  is  admitted  that  a  mere  voluntary  resolution  to 

Ex  varte     ^^^  ^P  ^^^  ^^*  ®*^P  ^^^^^^  ^^™  running ;  but  I  am  satisfied,  from 
CoLBORNE  AKD  tho  scctions  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  referred  to  by  Mr.  GRasse 

BntAWBRIDQE.  ,       , 

and  Mr.  Higgins,  that  a  voluntary  winding-up  with  a  supervision 

order  has,  in  all  respects,  the  same  operation  as  if  it  had  been 
originally  a  compulsory  order.  The  only  question  then  is,  from 
what  date  the  supervision  order  must  be  considered  to  be  in  opera- 
tion. There  is  much  to  be  said  in  favour  of  its  operating  from  the 
time  it  is  made,  because  there  has  been  an  interval  of  fifteen  months, 
during  which  the  debenture  holders  have  received  interest,  and  the 
effect  of  making  the  supervision  order  relate  back  to  the  confirma- 
tory resolution  would  be  to  make  that  which  was  a  payment  of 
interest  a  payment  on  account  of  capital,  and  the  proof  would  only 
be  for  the  balance,  after  deducting  what  was  paid.  On  the  other 
hand,  I  think  it  better  to  proceed  upon  broad  general  principles 
than  to  draw  minute  distinctions.  And  as  it  has  been  settled  that 
for  some  purposes  the  supervision  order  relates  back  to  the  con- 
firmatory resolution,  and  makes  it  the  date  of  the  commencement 
of  the  winding-up,  I  think  better  that  there  should  be  a  general 
rule  that,  where  there  has  been  any  order  to  continue  a  winding-np 
under  supervision,  it  should  be  considered  not  as  operating  simply 
from  its  date,  but  as  relating  back  to  the  confirmatory  resolution. 
Considering  that  in  most  cases  the  supervision  order  follows  closely 
upon  the  resolutions,  I  think  this,  on  the  whole,  the  better  rule, 
though  in  some  cases  it  may  produce  some  inconvenience  and  in- 
justice. The  proof  will  therefore  be  for  the  amount  of  principal 
and  interest  due  on  the  debentures  till  the  5th  of  September,  1867. 
The  order  will  be  dated  from  to-day. 


Dec.  13.  The  matter  was  again  mentioned,  and  the  Yice-Ghan- 
cellor  wished  to  be  referred  to  the  authorities  which  decided  that 
the  supervision  order  related  back  to  the  confirmatory  resolution. 
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Mr.  Glasse,  and  Mr.  Eigffins,  referred  to  Weaton'a  Case  (1),  Dawes     Y.-0.  M. 

Case  (2),  and  Homhys  Case  (3),  which,  they  stated,  had  been       1870 

followed  by  His  Honour  in  Be  Pneumaiic  Tube  Company.  /„  „ 

Imisbial 

Land  Oom- 

PAKT  OF 

MABftKn.TilCH. 

1871.    Jan.  17.    Sir  R  Malins,  V.C. :-  CoS)S?1nd 

I  have  looked  at  the  cases  as  to  the  payment  of  interest  on  the       

debentures,  and  upon  them  the  case  is  clear.  In  a  voluntary 
winding-up,  followed  by  a  supervision  order,  interest  stops  from 
the  date  of  the  winding-up ;  and  the  sole  question  is,  whether  the 
•commencement  of  the  winding-up  dates  from  the  confirmatory 
resolution  or  the  supervision  order.  I  find  it  clearly  settled  by  the 
:authorities  that  the  supervision  order  is  merely  a  continuation  of 
the  voluntary  winding-up,  and  therefore  the  winding-up  commences 
with  the  confirmatory  resolution.  The  order  will  therefore  be  that 
interest  stops  from  the  5th  of  September,  1867. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  /.  Fraser;  Mr.  J.  C.  G.  Bennett;  Messrs.  Abrahams 
it  Boffey;  Messrs.  G.S.d:  EL  Brandon;  Messrs.  LinJdaier,  Backwood, 
Addison,  &  Broum. 


In  re  MOSELET'S  TRUSTS.  V^-CM. 

Wm — BemoUnesa — Rule  against  PerpetuiHea — Ghi/t  to  a  ClasS'—Severance  of  x^y^ 

the  Objects  of  the  Gift.  Dee.  21. 

1871 


Gift  on  trust  for  A,  for  life,  and  after  her  death  for  all  her  children  who 
should  attain  twenty-one,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  die  under    ^on.  13,  20. 
that  age  leaving  issue, "  which  issue  shall  afterwards  attain  the  age  of  twenty-        """"" 
one  years,  or  die  under  that  age  leaving  issue  at  his,  her,  or  their  decease  or 
respective  deceases,  as  tenants  in  common  if  more  than  one,  but  such  issue 
to  take  only  the  share  or  shares  which  his,  her,  or  their  parent  or  parents 
respectively  would  have  taken  if  living.'' 
None  of  the  children  of  A.  died  under  twenty-one  leaving  issue : — 
Held,  that  the  whole  gift  was  not  void  as  infringing  the  rule  against  per* 


(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  20.  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  232. 

(3)  16W.R.1164. 

2  Q  2  2 
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y.-Gl  M.  petuities,  but  that  it  might  be  seyered,  and  the  shares  only  would  be  void  as 

IgTO  ^  which  the  specified  eyent  happened. 

*^vw  Obeeryations  on  Webster  v.  Boddington  (1),  and  Seaman  v.  Wood  (2). 

In  re 
Hoselit's    T^__-, 

Tbustb.  X  HIS  was  a  question  of  construction  arising  upon  a  clause  in  the 
will  of  Joseph  Moseley^  which  was  dated  the  25th  of  April,  1831. 
The  testator,  after  giving  a  legacy  of  £3000  to  trustees  upon  trust 
to  pay  the  interest  to  his  daughter,  Mary  Jordan^  for  her  life  for 
her  separate  use,  provided  as  follows : — 

**  And  from  the  decease  of  my  said  daughter  my  will  is,  that  the 
sum  of  £3000,  the  securities  for  the  same,  and  the  produce  thereof, 
shall  be  in  trust  for  all  the  children  of  my  said  daughter  who  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  the  lawful  issue  of  such  of 
them  as  shall  die  under  that  age  leaving  lawful  issue  at  his,  her,  or 
their  decease  or  respective  deceases,  which  issue  shall  afterwards^ 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  die  under  that  age  learing 
issue  living  at  his,  her,  or  their  decease  or  deceases  respectively,  as 
tenants  in  common  if  more  than  one,  but  such  issue  to  take  only 
the  share  or  shares  which  his,  her,  or  their  parent  or  parents 
respectively  would  have  taken  if  living/* 

The  testator  died  on  the  27th  of  May,  1831, 
None  of  the  children  of  Mary  Jordan  died  under  twenty-one 
leaving  issue,  but  some  died  under  age  without  leaving  issue.    Fire 
attained  twenty-one,  of  whom  two  died  in  their  mother's  lifetime, 
and  the  remaining  three  survived  her. 

Mary  Jordan  died  on  the  16th  of  March,  1869,  and  the  legacy 
of  £3000  was  paid  into  Court  by  the  trustees.  The  three  surviving 
children  and  the  representatives  of  those  who  were  dead  now 
petitioned  for  payment  of  the  legacy  to  them. 

» 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  PecJc,  in  support  of  the  Petition : — 

The  gift  is  to  the  children  of  Mary  Jordan  in  the  first  instance, 
and  not  to  children  and  grandchildren  as  a  class ;  so  that,  if  there 
were  any  invalidity  as  regards  the  gift  to  grandchildren  from  its 
being  supposed  to  infringe  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  it  would 
only  afiect  the  share  as  to  which  the  event  had  taken  place;  and 

(1)  26  Eeav.  128.  (2)  22  Peav.  581. 
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that  event  not  having  taken  place  in  any  instance^  the  gift  is     y.-o.  M. 
wholly  good.  1870 


Mr.  Pearson^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  EigginSy  for  the  residuary  legatee : —    MnsBLinr'a 


The  bequest  is  entirely  void.  It  is  a  gift  to  a  class,  the  members 
of  which  would  not  necessarily  be  ascertained  within  the  period 
flowed  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  The  question  is  quite 
covered  by  authority.  The  rules  regulating  the  validity  of  a 
bequest  of  this  kind  are  clearly  laid  down  in  CatUin  v.  Brown  (1), 
and  it  is  shewn  that  such  a  gift  can  only  be  divided,  and  held  valid 
^as  to  such  of  the  objects  as  do  not  happen  to  infringe  the  rule, 
where  the  gift  to  every  member  of  the  class  is  distinct  from  that 
to  any  other  member;  and  Seaman  v.  Wood  (2)  and  WAster  v. 
Boddington  (3)  shew  that  the  present  case  does  not  come  within 
that  description. 

Mr.  Darky  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Glasse^  in  reply : — 

The  question  as  to  whether  such  a  gift  as  this  is  to  be  treated  as 
■one  to  a  class  is  still  open :  Jartnan  on  Wills  (4) ;  and  in  Wilson  v. 
Wilson  (5)  a  similar  clause  was  treated  as  being  valid.  In  Webster 
T.  Boddington  the  class  was  limited  only  by  the  words,  ^'  such  issue 
taking  a  parent's  share."  Here  the  words  were,  "  the  share  which 
the  parent,  if  living,  would  have  taken."  The  children  and  grand- 
<$hildren  are  not  treated  as  one  class,  which  is  the  true  test  of 
validity,  as  appears  fix)m  Stuart  v.  CochereU  (6). 


TBU8T8. 


Jan.  20.    Sib  B.  Malins,  Y.C,  after  reading  the  clause  in  the        i87i 
will  above  set  out,  continued : — 

There  were  five  sons  of  the  daughter,  all  of  whom  attained 
twenty-one;  and  though  there  were  other  children  who  died 
under  twenty-one,  none  of  them  left  issue.  The  result,  therefore, 
was,  that  the  class  who  were  to  take  consisted  of  those  five  sons, 

(1)  11  Hare,  372.  (4)  3rd  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  246. 

(2)  22  Beav.  591.  (6)  28  L.  J.  (Ch.)  95. 

(3)  26  Ibid.  128.  (6)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  363  ;  Ibid.  5  Ch.  713. 
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T.-C.M.  and  the  legacy  vested  in  them,  unless  the  objection  which  is  raised 
1871  to  the  yalidity  of  the  bequest  upon  the  ground  of  remoten^s  can 
In  re  ^  Sustained. 
^^J^  ®  It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Pearson  and  Mr.  HigginSy  for  the  residuary 
—  legatee,  that  the  gift  is  void  for  remoteness,  because  it  indudes 
objects  who  could  not  necessarily  be  ascertained  within'  twenty- 
one  years  after  the  termination  of  a  life  in  being  at  the  death  of 
the  testator.  If  the  gift  had  been  to  the  children  and  grand- 
children as  a  class,  that  would  undoubtedly  have  been  the  ease, 
because  the  grandchildren  would  not  necessarily  be  twenty-one 
years  of  age  within  twenty-one  years  after  the  death  of  their  grand- 
mother, but  here  the  number  of  objects  must  be  ascertained  within 
twenty-one  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator.  It  is  to  the 
children  who  attain  twenty-one,  and  the  issue  of  those  who  die 
under  that  age,  so  that  necessarily  the  whole  number  of  the  daaa 
will  be  ascertained  within  a  life  in  being  and  twenty-one  years. 
The  property,  therefore,  is  to  be  divided  into  as  many  shares  as  the 
number  of  children  who  attain  twenty-one,  and  who  die  under  that 
age  leaving  issue,  and  the  issue  are  to  take  just  that  which  the 
parent  would  have  taken  if  he  had  lived  to  attain  twenty-one 
years. 

I  apprehend  it  is  the  duty  of  every  Court  to  sustain  a  will 
and  give  effect  to  it  if  possible ;  and  although  the  rule  of  law  that 
property  cannot  be  tied  up  beyond  a  life  in  being  and  twenty-one 
years  must  be  adhered  to,  yet,  if  the  limitation  can  be  divided  so 
as  to  be  good  as  to  some  shares  and  bad  as  to  others,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Court  to  give  effect  to  it  as  far  as  it  can,  and  not  hold 
that  every  part  of  it  is  void ;  so  that,  if  one  of  the  children  had 
died  under  twenty-one  leaving  issue,  the  gift  to  his  issue  would 
have  been  void  for  retaioteness,  because  his  children  would  not 
necessarily  have  been  bom  at  the  death  of  Mary  Jordan,  But  that 
that  fact  should  not  affect  the  gift  to  the  children  who  did  attain 
twenty-one  appears  to  me,  upon  principle,  as  plain  as  anything^ 
can  possibly  be. 

But  some  cases  were  relied  upon  by  Mr.  Pearstm  and  Mr.  HigginB 
in  opposition  to  this  view,  the  first  of  which  was  Webster  v.  Bod- 
dtngton(l);  but  there  the  limitation  is  confused  and  general  in 

(1)  26  Beav.  128. 
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terms,  and  is  not,  as  in  this  case,  by  way  of  substitation  to  the     \M  M. 
issue  of  those  who  died  under  twenty -one  leaving  issue,  and  the       1871 
period  at  which  the  children  are  to  die  is  not  eyen  fixed*     The       ^f^ 
gift  is  to  the  legatee's  childreu,  **  whether  of  her  present  or  future    ^osKLBif'B 

marriage,  and  the  issue  of  such  grandsons,  or  other  child  or       

children  who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  live  to  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,"  but  the  issue  of  granddaughters  were  only  to 
take  the  parent's  share.  I  must  say  I  think  it  might  very  well 
have  been  held  that  the  gift  was  to  the  children  who  attained 
twenty-one  and  the  issue  of  those  who  died  under  twenty-one; 
and  if  that  had  been  the  disposition  of  the  property,  as  in  the 
present  case  it  is,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
would  haye  held  the  limitation  to  be  yalid,  for  he  says  (1) :  *'  If, 
on  the  death  of  Lady  WAstery  the  estate  is  to  be  divided  into  as 
many  shares  as  there  are  children  of  Lady  Webster  who  suryiye 
her  and  children  of  Lady  Webster  who  have  predeceased  her, 
leaving  children,  then  it  is  perfectly  good ;  but  if  it  be  necessary 
to  wait  until  either  all  the  children  of  Lady  Webster  shall  have 
attained  twenty-one,  or  until  some  child,  or  remoter  issue  of  a 
child,  of  Lady  WAster  shall  have  attained  twenty*one  after  her 
decease^  in  order  to  ascertain  the  number  of  shares  into  which 
the  estate  is  to  be  divided,  then  it  is  void  for  remoteness,  as  the 
class  to  take  is  not  to  be  ascertained  until  after  a  period  which 
may  exceed  a  life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  after- 
wards.'' This  case,  therefore,  is  no  authority  agaiost  the  conclu- 
sion at  which  I  arrive,  because  it  is  not  limited  to  the  issue  of 
children  who  died  under  twenty-one.  I  think,  nevertheless,  that 
a  little  more  liberality  of  construction  might  have  led  to  the  view 
that  the  gift  was  to  the  children  who  attained  twenty-one,  because 
of  the  words  **  the  issue  are  to  take  the  parent's  share." 

Another  case  cited,  also  a  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls, 
was  Seamcm  v.  Wood  (2),  which  undoubtedly  is  very  like  the  present 
case.  Indeed,  I  do  not  think  it  is  possible  to  distinguish  the  two 
cases ;  and,  therefore,  if  I  am  bound  by  that  case,  I  must  hold  this 
limitation  to  be  void.  In  both  cases  the  grandchildren  were  only 
to  take  the  share  which  th^ir  parent  would  have  taken  if  living. 
Now  the  judgment,  which  is  very  short,  and  appears  to  have  been 
(1)  26  Beay.  134.  (2)  22  Beav.  591. 
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y.-C.  If.     given  at  the  end  of  the  argument,  and  I  do  not  understand  to 

1871        have  been  a  considered  judgment,  is  in  these  few  words  (1) :  *^My 

^£^^       opinion  is,  that  this  gift  is  void  for  remoteness.    I  concur  in  the 

''tb*"'^'*    argument  that  this  is  a  question  of  construction  upon  the  meaning 

of  the  words  of  the  gift.   But  the  way  I  look  at  it  is  this :  If  a  man 

gives  an  estate  or  a  sum  of  money  to  all  the  children  of  A,  and  all 
the  grandchildren  of  £.,  to  be  divided  among  them  in  equal  shares 
and  proportions,  and  both  A,  and  B.  survive  the  testator,  I  have 
very  little  doubt  that  such  a  gift  would  be  void  for  remoteness." 

I  have  not  a  shadow  of  doubt  that  it  would  be  void  for  remote- 
ness, because  there  it  is  a  class,  children  of  A,  and  grandchildren 
of  £•  all  thrown  together,  to  take  jper  capita.  The  gift  to  one 
part  of  the  class  is  necessarily  void  for  remoteness ;  and,  according 
to  Leake  v.  Bohinson  (2),  when  one  part  of  a  gift  to  members  of  the 
same  clciss  is  void,  the  whole  gift  is  void  for  remoteness. 

Then  his  Lordship  continues :  *^  For  the  class  which  consists  of 
the  children  of  A.  and  the  grandchildren  of  B.  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained until  the  grandchildren  of  B.  are  ascertained,  and  that 
will  be  at  a  period  too  remote."  Then  he  puts  this  question: 
**  Would  the  case  be  varied  if  the  children  were  to  take  one-half 
of  what  the  grandchildren  were  to  take  T  or,  as  it  is  interpreted 
in  Jarman  on  Wills  (3),  "Would  the  case  be  varied  if  the 
child)!en  were  to  take  one-half  and  the  grandchildren  the  other 
half?"  In  my  opinion  it  would  be  totally  varied,  because  if 
one  moiety  of  any  property  is  given  to  the  children  of  A,  at 
twenty-one,  that  is  a  valid  limitation ;  but  if  the  gift  is  to  grand- 
children at  twenty-one,  it  is  an  invalid  gift  Therefore,  the  gift 
is  good  as  to  one  moiety  and  bad  as  to  the  other.  And  the 
question  is  so  answered  in  Mr.  JarmarCs  book.  The  Master  of 
the  Bolls,  however,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  limitation 
was  void  for  remoteness.  With  great  respect  I  come  to  an  entirely 
opposite  conclusion ;  and  I  think  that  the  limitation  to  the  children 
who  attained  twenty-one  was  good,  and  the  rest  void.  The  class 
consisted  of  the  children  who  should  attain  twenty-one^  or  die 
under  that  age  leaving  issue,  the  issue  to  take  only  the  parents' 
share.  At  the  death  of  the  testator  the  maximum  number  is  ascer- 

(1)  22  Beav.  694.  "^  (2)  2  Mcr.  363.  * 

(3)  8rd  Ed.  voL  i.  p.  245. 
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tainedy  and  the  property  is  divided  into  as  many  shares  as  there     Y.-0.  M. 
are  children  who  attain  twenty-one,  or  die  under  that  age  leaving       1871 
issue.     Then,  if  the  limitation  as  to  the  subsequent  class  is  one        jjf)^ 
which  would  necessarily  take  effect  within  twenty-one  years  after    ^t^otI'* 
n  life  in  being,  it  is  good ;  but  if  it  would  not  so  take  effect  it       — - 
is  bad. 

The  principle  of  seyering  gifts  was  adopted,  and  has  been  acted 
upon  frequently,  and  especially  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  when 
Vice-Chancellor,  in  the  case  of  Gattlin  v.  Bromn  (1),  where  the 
principle  upon  which  such  gifts  may  be  severed  is  clearly  stated, 
and  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  one  passage  in  the  judgment, 
where  the  Vice-Ohancellor  says  (2) :  "  The  testator  devises  the 
estate  to  Thomas  Bannister  Catilin  for  life,  with  remainder  to  all 
his  children  as  tenants  in  common  for  life,  with  remainder  as  to 
every  share  of  every  child  to  the  children  of  that  child  in  fee. 
Now,  to  follow  the  respective  shares  of  the  property,  suppose 
Thomas  Bannister  Catilin  to  have  four  sons,  A,,  B.,  C,  and  27., 
and  A.  and  £.  to  be  living  at  the  testator's  death,  and  the  others 
to  be  born  afterwards.  A.  and  B,,  on  the  testator's  death,  take 
an  immediate  vested  interest  in  remainder  for  life,  expectant  on 
their  fitther's  death,  with  remednder  to  their  respective  children 
in  fee,  (Subject  to  their  respective  moieties  being  diminished  on 
the  birth  of  C,  and  X>.,  but  their  exact  shares  are  ascertained  within 
the  legal  limits  at  the  death  of  their  father,  and  neither  their 
life  interests,  nor  tlie  remainder  in  fee,  are  capable  of  being  wholly 
divested  in  favour  of  any  party  beyond  the  legal  limits."  It  is, 
in  reality,  the  case  of  Storrs  v.  Benbow  (3),  substituting  a  given 
share  for  a  given  sum  of  money.  Therefore  he  held,  as  I  have 
stated,  the  limitation  to  be  good  as  to  the  children  of  such  children 
as  were  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  The  same  principle  of 
severing  parts  of  a  limitation  which  are  good  from  those  which 
are  bad,  was  also  adopted  by  the  same  learned  Judge  in  WHson  v. 
Wilson  (4).  I  may  also  state  that  there  are  observations  upon  the 
judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  in  the  case  of  Webster  v. 
Boddingion,  in  Jarman  on  Wills  (5),  with  which  observations  I 

(1)  11  Hare,  372.  (8)  3  D.  M.  &  G.  890. 

(2)  Ibid.  379.  (4)  28  L.  J.  (Ch.)  95. 

(5)  3rd  Ed.  vol.  I  pp.  246,  260. 
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Y,-0.  M.     entirely  concur.    The  result  is  that^  in  my  opinion,  the  event  here 

1871        being  that  there  Mrere  only  five  children  of  Mary  Jordan  who 

jn  re       attained  twenty-one,  the  legacy  absolutely  vested  in  them.     The 

^^^^'"    Petitioners  are  three  of  those  five  sons,  and  they  each  of  them 

— '        take  one-fifth,  and  the  remaining  two-fifths  will  go  to  the  legal 

personal  representatives,  in  equal  shares,'  of  the  two  sons,  who, 

having  attained  twenty-one,  afterwards  died  in  the'  lifetime  of  the 

testator's  daughter  Mary  Jordan. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  T.  White  &  Son  ;  Messrs.  Sharp  dk  UUithame. 


1871 
Jon.  31. 


v.^  M.  OLIVEK  V.  OLIVER. 


Legacy — General^  Specific^  or  Demonstrative. 

A  testator,  reciting  that  he  was  entitled,  after  the  death  of  his  sister,  to 
£5602  consols,  bequeathed  to  his  sou  the  sum  of  £2000  consols,  part  thereof, 
or  a  sum  equal  thereto,  to  be  transferred  or  paid  to  him  when  the  same 
should  be  received  by  his  executors.  After  the  date  of  his  will  the  testator^ 
sister  died,  and  he  received  the  £5602  consols,  which  he  sold  out  and  mixed 
with  his  other  moneys.  He  afterwards  confirmed  his  will  by  a  codicil,  bat 
died  without  having  any  sum  of  consols : — 

Eeld^  that  the  legacy  was  specific ;  and  that  the  particular  fund,  part  of 
which  was  given  to  the  son,  being  no  longer  in  existence,  the  legacy  failed. 

Observations  on  Le  Orice  v.  Finch  (1). 

JLhOMAS  OLIVER  the  elder,  on  the  marriage  of  his  daughter 
Jemima  Pidcock,  settled  a  sum  of  £5602  Ss,  3  per  Cent,  consols 
upon  trust  for  his  said  daughter  for  life,  and  afterwards  for  the 
issue  of  the  marriage,  but  upon  failure  of  such  issue,  the  settlor 
himself  became  entitled  to  the  stocL  Thomas  Oliver  the  elder, 
being  so  entitled  to  the  reversion  of  the  £5602  5^.  stock  by  his 
will,  gave  his  daughter^  the  tenant  for  life,  power  to  appoint  £2000, 
part  thereof,  to  any  of  his  (the  testator's)  descendants,  and  the 
residue  of  the  said  sum  of  stock  he  bequeathed  to  his  son  Thoma» 
Oliver  the  younger  absolutely. 
Thomas  Oliver  the  elder  died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  daughter. 

(1)  3  Mer.  60. 
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Th&maa  Oliver  the  yonnger  made  his  will,  dated  the  28th  of    Y.-0.  M. 
Aprils  1865,  which  contained  the  following  bequest : —  1871 

^  Whereas  a  sum  of  £5602  5a.  stock  was  transferred  by  my  late  Qutkb 
father,  Thomaa  Oliver^  Esq.,  on  the  marriage  of  my  sister  Jemima  Ouybb. 
Fidcock  with  her  late  husband  John  Eenzey  Pidcock,  to  the  trustees 
of  the  settlement  executed  upon  their  marriage,  to  which  sum,  or 
some  part  thereof,  or  the  securities  or  property  now  representing 
the  same,  I  shall  be  entitled  on  the  decease  of  my  said  sister : 
Now  I  hereby  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  son  Thomas  WiUiam 
Oliver  (the  PlaintiGT)  the  sum  of  £2000  consols,  part  thereof,  or 
a  sum  equal  thereto,  for  his  absolute  use,  and  to  be  transferred  or 
paid  to  my  said  son  when  and  as  soon  as  the  same  shall  be  receiyed 
or  got  in  by  my  said  executors  f  and  after  giving  another  legacy 
of  £1000  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  divers  other  pecuniary  legacies,  the 
testator  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  upon  the 
trusts  therein  mentioned. 

Mrs.  Fideoch  died  without  issue  in  the  month  of  November, 
1865,  having,  by  her  will,  dated  in  July,  1862,  executed  the  power 
given  her  by  her  father  over  the  £2000  in  £Ekvour  of  her  brother, 
Thomas  Oliver  the  younger,  and  upon  her  death  the  £5602  5a. 
stock  was  transferred  to  him  by  the  tmstees  of  her  marriage 
settlement. 

On  the  16th  of  October,  1868,  Thomas  Oliver  the  younger  made 
a  codicil  to  his  will,  and  thereby  reduced  the  amount  of  the  legacy 
of  £2000  consols  by  his  will  bequeathed  to  his  son  Thomas  W. 
Oliver ,  in  consequence  of  having  then  recently  made  an  advance  to 
him,  and  in  all  other  respects  he  thereby  confirmed  his  wiU. 

He  died  in  July,  1870. 

It  appeared  that  Thomas  Oliver  the  younger,  after  having 
received  the  £5602  5a.  stock,  and  before  the  date  of  his  codicil, 
had  sold  out  the  principal  part  thereof,  and  the  remainder  of  such 
stock  he  had  sold  out  and  mixed  with  his  other  moneys  before  his 
death,  at  which  time  no  sum  of  consols  was  standing  in  his 
name. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Thomas  W.  Oliver^  claiming  to  be  entitled 
to  the  legacy  of  £2000,  or  a  sum  equal  to  the  value  of  £2000 
consols,  on  the  groxmd  that  it  was  a  demonstrative  legacy. 

The  question  was  raised  upon  demurrer. 
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Yw-0.  H.         Mr.  Gla$8e,  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  J.  T.  Humphry,  in  support  of  the 
1871        demurrer: — 

Oliteb  It  is  quite  dear  upon  this  wiU  that  the  testator  did  not  intend 
OijTXB.  the  £2000  to  be  paid  out  of  his  general  estate.  He  says  the  legacy 
is  to  be  part  of  the  £5602  5«.  which  was  coming  to  him  upon  his 
sister^s  death,  and  it  was  to  be  paid  when  the  same  should  be 
received  by  his  executors.  It  is  not  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund, 
but  to  be  part  of  the  fund  itself.  This  takes  it  out  of  the  category 
of  demonstrative  legacies,  and  makes  it  specific,  and  if  the  fund  is 
not  in  existence,  the  legatee  cannot  have  part  of  that  fund.  This 
distinction  is  drawn  in  all  the  cases,  such  as  Kirhy  v.  Potter  {\\ 
where  the  legacy  was  directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  testator's 
reduced  bank  annuities,  and  the  Court  held  it  to  be  pecuniary. 

The  case  of  Gardner  v.  Hatton  (2)  is  conclusive  as  to  this 
principle.  There  the  testator  gave  £7000  secured  on  mor1^;age  of 
a  particular  estate.  After  the  date  of  the  will  the  money  was 
received  by  the  testator's  agent,  and  £6000,  part  thereof  was 
invested  upon  another  mortgage.  In  that  case  the  legacy  was  held 
to  be  specific ;  and,  notwithstanding  that  the  £6000  remained  due  on 
the  second  mortgage  at  the  testator's  death,  the  legacy  was  declared 
to  be  wholly  adeemed.  This  principle  is  also  laid  down  in  Boper  on 
Legacies  (3),  and  the  Court  is  bound  by  the  authorities  to  hold  that 
this  legacy  is  specific,  and  that,  as  the  fund  has  fiiiled,  the  legacy 
must  fail  altogether. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Pearson,  for  the  Plaintiff;  Thomas 
W.  Oliver:— 

There  can  be  no  doubt  in  this  case  as  to  what  was  the  intention  of 
the  testator.  He  recites  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  sum  of  £5602  5s. 
upon  the  death  of  his  sister.  He  then  says :  '^  I  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  son  (the  Plaintiff)  the  sum  of  £2000  consols,  part  thereof, 
or  a  sum  equal  thereto."  At  the  time  he  mad^  his  will  he  could 
not  tell  upon  what  securities  the  money  would  be  placed.  It  was 
at  that  time  in  consols ;  therefore  he  used  the  term  '^  consols ;"  bat 
to  avoid  any  doubt  as  to  his  intention,  he  adds :  ''  Or  a  sum  equal 
to  £2000  consols."     It  was  therefore  a  gift  of  £2000  consols,  or  a 

(1)  4  Ves.  748.  (2)  6  Sim.  93.  (3)  Piige  220. 
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snm  equal  thereto.    It  is  not  a  mere  demonstrative  legacy,  but  a     V.-O.  M. 
sum  of  money  to  be  paid  out  of  a  particular  fund,  or  a  sum  equal        1871 
thereto  to  be  paid  out  of  money  to  be  got  in  by  his  executors,      ouvKt 
This  makes  it  a  legacy  with  a  double  aspect.    If  the  stock  be  in      ^  ^' 

existence,  then  it  is  a  bequest  out  of  that  stock ;  but  if  the  particular        

stock  should  not  exist,  then  it  is  a  legacy  of  a  sum  of  money  equal 
to  a  sum  of  £2000  stock.  This  view  of  the  case  is  supported  by 
the  cases  already  decided. 

In  Bronsdan  v.  Winter  (1)  a  testator  devised  a  sum  of  £2000 
stock,  and  though  at  the  time  of  making  his  will  he  had  that  precise 
sum  of  stock,  he  afterwards  sold  £1500  of  it,  and  three-fourths  of 
the  residue  was  turned  into  annuities  by  Act  of  Parliament.  Still 
the  bequest  was  held  not  to  have  been  adeemed.  A  legacy  of 
stock  will  be  considered  as  general  or  specific,  according  as  it  may 
be  gathered  from  the  words  of  the  will  that  the  testator  intended 
to  give  particular  stock  of  which  he  was  possessed,  or  intended 
merely  that  the  legatee  should  have  the  quantity  of  stock 
mentioned.  In  the  former  case  the  bequest  will  be  specific ;  in 
the  latter  it  will  be  general.  This  case  is  distinctly  within  the 
latter  definition.  In  Charoorth  v.  Beech  (2)  there  was  a  legacy  of  the 
money  due  on  a  note,  and  it  was  held  to  be  specific  upon  the 
intention ;  but  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  said,  if  there  is  the  least 
opening  to  imagine  that  the  testator  meant  to  give  a  sum  of  money, 
and  referred  to  a  particular  fund  only  as  that  out  of  which  in  the 
first  place  he  meant  it  to  be  paid,  the  legatee  will  have  the 
advantage,  and  it  will  be  considered  as  pecuniary,  so  that  the 
legacy  should  not  be  defeated  by  the  destruction  of  the  security  if 
that  should  fail.  The  leaning  of  the  Court  always  is  against 
holding  a  legacy  to  be  specific,  unless  the  intention  is  clearly 
defined :  Le  Ortoe  v.  Finch  (3) ;  Kirly  v.  Potter  (4) ;  WiUiama  on 
Executors  (5).  In  this  case  we  submit  that,  according  to  the 
fixed  rule  of  construction  and  the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator, 
the  legacy  cannot  be  allowed  to  faiL  The  whole  question  is  one 
of  intention,  and  the  codicil  puts  the  matter  beyond  doubt  when 
the  testator,  after  he  had  received  the  particular  sum,  and  had 

(1)  Amb.  56.  (3)  3  Men  50. 

(2)  4  Yea.  555.  (4)  4  Ves.  748. 

(5)  Page  1078. 
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Y.-0.  M.     even  then  mixed  it  with  his  other  moneys,  still  confirms  his  will  in 
1871       all  respects,  and  thereby  confirms  his  intention  of  giving  the  £2000 
Olitbb      to  the  Plaintiff. 

*         Mr.  Olasse,  in  reply,  cited  Decme  v.  I'est  (1). 

Sib  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  is  one  of  very  considerable  nicety,  and  I  think  different 
minds  may  well  come  to  different  conclusions  upon  it ;  but,  on  the 
whole,  I  do  not  feel  any  doubt  as  to  the  conclusion  at  which  I 
ought  to  arrive. 

It  appears  that  Mrs.  Pideock  was  alive  at  the  date  of  the  will 
of  the  testator,  Thomas  Oliver  the  younger.  His  will  is  dated 
the  28th  of  April,  1865,  and  his  sister  did  not  die  till  the 
following  month  of  November.  He  himself  did  not  die  till  last 
year,  1870. 

In  this  state  of  things,  being  entitled,  at  all  events,  to  £3602  5s. 
stock,  with  the  chance  of  having  the  other  stock,  it  being  uncertain 
whether  he  would  have  the  whole  or  part  of  it,  and  it  being  nncer^ 
tain  whether  he  would  have  £5602  or  £3602,  or  whether  it  would 
be  in  the  shape  of  so  much  money  or  other  funds  produced  by  the 
conversion  of  the  stock,  while  his  sister  was  alive  and  while  she  was 
therefore  tenant  for  life,  and  when  it  was  imcertain  whether  she 
would  survive  him  or  not,  he  makes  his  will  upon  the  assumption 
that  she  would  survive  him,  and  in  that  wiU  is  contained  the  short 
bequest  upon  which  the  question  arises. 

The  simple  question  is,  Is  this  a  general,  a  demonstrative^  or  a 
specific  legacy  ?  If  it  is  a  specific  legacy,  that  is,  if  it  is  a  legacy 
to  be  paid  only  out  of  that  particular  fund,  then  the  testator  having 
received  the  fund  in  his  lifetime  and  mixed  it  with  his  general 
estate,  it  is  no  longer  in  existence ;  and,  because  the  whole  would 
have  failed,  the  part  must  necessarily  tail  if  you  cannot  find  the 
whole. 

The  doctrines  of  the  Court  as  to  specific  and  general  l^^ades, 
notwithstanding  the  authorities  that  have  been  cited,  do  not  admit 
of  much  doubt.  If  I  give  £10,000  consols  standing  in  my  name, 
that  is  specific ;  and  if  I  sell  the  stock  in  my  lifetime,  the  legacy 

(1)  9  Vcs.  146. 
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fails.  If  I  give  £10^000  stocky  that  is  general^  because  the  exe-  v.-O.  M. 
cutoTS  must  buy  stock  to  meet  it,  in  case  I  do  not  leave  stock  for  isn 
the  purpose.  If  I  give  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  out  of  a  par-  oliveb 
ticular  stock,  that  is  a  legacy  which  will  take  effect,  although  the 
particular  security  fails ;  but  whenever  it  is  the  whole  or  part  of  a 
particular  thing,  I  apprehend  the  legacy  must  fail  if  the  thing 
itself  fedls.  The  case  of  Le  Qrice  v.  Fineh  (1),  a  decision  of  Sir 
William  Gfranfs,  would  seem  to  trench  upon  that  rule,  because 
there  the  testatrix  had  a  sum  of  money  which  was  out  on  mort- 
gage, in  which  the  testatrix  and  her  mother  had  a  joint  inte- 
rest. She  said :  '^  It  was  the  wish  and  desire  of  her  mother  and 
herself  that  the  £500  they  had  then  out  upon  mortgage  should  be 
given  to  the  Plaintiff  Sophie  Ann  Le  Qrice  and  her  family  in 
manner  thereinafter  mentioned."  She  *^  gave  and  bequeathed  to 
the  Defendants,  her  executors,  immediately  after  the  decease  of 
her  mother,  the  said  £500,  with  all  interest  due  thereon,  upon 
trust  for  the  Plaintiffs  as  therein  mentioned."  The  £500  was 
called  in,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  and  put  in  other  securities. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  gift  failed.  Clearly  that  was  a 
bequest  of  £500  out  on  a  particular  security,  and  the  security  being 
called  in  the  specific  thing  no  longer  existed.  In  the  case  of 
Oardner  v.  Bdtton  (2)  the  testator  had  £7000  out  on  mortgage 
lent  to  A, ;  he  said :  **  I  give  the  £7000  out  on  mortgage  to  A.^  and 
A.y  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  paid  it  off ;  the  testator  afterwards 
lent  £6000,  part  of  the  money,  to  £.,  and  there  Sir  Lanceloi  Shad' 
-iodl  held  that,  the  thing  no  longer  existing,  the  legacy  failed ;  it 
was  adeemed  by  paying  off  the  debt.  The  only  way  I  can  reconcile 
the  case  of  Le  Qrice  v.  Finch  with  the  case  of  Gardner  v.  Hatton 
is,  that  in  the  former  case,  although  the  fund  was  identified,  it  was 
a  fund  in  which  the  testatrix  and  her  mother  had  a  joint  interest, 
and  Sir  William  Qrant  said  they  still  had  a  joint  interest  in  that 
fund.  What  was  intended  was  the  £500,  in  which  she  and  her 
mother  had  a  joint  interest ;  and  it  was  by  a  mere  accident  that 
it  happened  to  be  called  in.  Upon  that  ground  it  was  that  Sir 
William  Chrani  decided  the  casa  I  think  it  runs  very  close,  indeed, 
to  the  rule ;  and  I  am  much  disposed  to  think  the  decision  would 

(1)  3  Mcr.  50.  (2)  6  Sim.  03. 
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Y.-0.  M.     not  be  the  same  at  the  present  day,  although  it  is  a  decision  of  so 
1871       eminent  a  Judge  as  Sir  WiUiam  Orani. 

Oliyxb  What  I  have  to  decide  in  this  case  is,  whether  this  is  a  legacy 

OLmm      ^^^^  ^  particular  security  or  whether  it  is  a  gift  of  part  of  the  par- 

ticnlar  fund.     It  has  been  very  much  pressed  upon  me  by  the 

coimsel  for  the  Plaintiff  that  it  is  not  part  of  the  fund,  but  that  it 
is  £2000  to  be  paid  at  all  events  out  of  this  stock.  If  so,  it  is  a 
demonstrative  legacy,  a  legacy  having  the  particular  security  of 
this  stock ;  but,  looking  at  the  whole  frame  of  the  will,  I  think 
the  legacy  is  specific.  That  this  is  a  legacy  which  ought  to  take 
effect  I  have  no  doubt,  because  what  the  testator  intended  was, 
that  if  he  got  the  fund  the  son  should  have  a  part  of  it,  and 
having  received  it  in  his  own  lifetime,  the  intention  of  the  testator 
was  that  his  son  should  have  the  legacy ;  but  has  he  given  it  in 
such  a  form  that  I  can  effectuate  that  intention  ?  The  words  are : 
"  I  hereby  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  said  son  Thomas  William 
Oliver  the  sum  of  £2000  consols,  part  thereof."  It  has  not  been 
disputed  that  if  the  will  stopped  there — if  he  had  said,  '^  I  give  the 
the  whole  £5600,"  it  must  necessarily  have  failed  if  he  had  received 
it^  as  he  did,  and  mixed  it  with  the  general  estate.  Then,  must  it 
not  necessarily  follow  that  it  is  true  of  a  part,  if  true  of  the  whole? 
The  thing  itself  does  not  exist,  and  therefore  as  a  bequest  of  the 
whole  would  have  failed  by  a  receipt  of  it  and  mixing  it  up  with  his 
general  estate,  it  necessarily  follows  that  it  fails  as  to  part  which  is 
given  out  of  the  general  fund.  Then  come  the  words  much  relied 
upon  by  the  Plaintiff,  "  or  a  sum  equal  thereto."  Now,  why  are 
those  words  introduced  ?  He  did  not  know,  as  I  have  pointed  out, 
whether  the  fund  would  be  stock  or  money  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
whether  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  would  not  have  converted  it# 
into  money,  invested  it  on  mortgage,  or  otherwise  dealt  with  it ;  and 
therefore,  that  the  legacy  should  not  fSetil  if  it  happened  not  to  be 
stock,  he  says :  "I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son  the  sum  of  £2000, 
part  thereof,  or  a  sum  equal  thereto ;"  that  is,  if  it  is  not  stock,  he 
shall  have  so  much  as  that  would  be  worth,  but  still,  I  apprehend, 
out  of  the  same  fund.  All  doubt  on  that  subject  is  removed  by  the 
subsequent  words :  '^  Or  a  sum  equal  thereto,  for  his  absolute  use, 
and  to  be  transferred  or  paid  to  my  said  son  when  and  so  soon  as 
the  same  shall  be  received  or  got  in  by  my  said  executors."    All 
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this  shews  it  was  a  legacy  to  be  paid  out  of  that  fund,  and  that     y  ^  n 
fund  alone.    If  that  fund  had  failed,  the  legacy  must  have  failed.  ^- 

If  that  fund  is  received  and  mixed  up  with  the  testator's  general 
estate,  it  necessarily  follows,  upon  the  principle  upon  which  Gardner 
V.  Hatton  (I)  was  decided  by  Sir  Lancdot  Shadwell,  that  the  thing  ^"^^™' 
itself,  the  fund  out  of  which  the  legacy  is  given,  being  no 
longer  in  existence,  with  the  fund  the  legacy  fails.  But,  at  the 
fiame  time,  I  repeat  that  that  is  manifestly  against  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator.  I  accede  to  the  argument,  that  a  subsequent 
codicil  confirming  a  will  will  not  set  up  adeemed  legacies ;  yet  the 
circumstance  of  the  testator  making  a  codicil  three  years  afterwards, 
that  is,  three  years  after  the  death  of  his  sister,  in  which  by  not 
altering  his  will  he  confirms  every  part  of  it^  shews  what  his 
intention  was.  He  was  not  aware  of  this  doctrine  of  ademption. 
He  clearly  wished  that  his  son  should  have  the  £2000,  and  it  is 
only  the  doctrine  of  this  Court  that  says  he  shall  not.  Therefore, 
although  I  am  obliged  to  allow  the  demurrer,  I  do  so  with  regret, 
because  I  feel  I  am  deciding  in  direct  contravention  of  what  I 
believe  to  be  the  testator's  intention. 

Upon  these  grounds  the  demurrer  must  be  allowed. 

The  Vice-Chanoellob  having  prefaced  the  order  with  tlie 
words,  '^  The  Court  being  of  opinion  that  the  legacy  is  specific 
allow  the  demurrer :" 

The  Begistrar  raised  an  objection  that  that  was  not  in  the  usual 
form. 

The  Vioe-Chancellor  said  he  had  used  that  form  before,  and 
he  believed  that  other  Judges  had  done  the  same.  He  therefore 
adhered  to  the  form  of  order,  it  being  desirable  to  express  the 
ground  of  the  decision,  though,  as  a  general  rule,  it  was  not  done. 

Solicitors  for  all  Parties :  Messrs.  Symes,  SandilandSf  (&  ffumphry* 

(1)  C  Sim.  93. 
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V..O.M.  EEED  V.  BRAITHWAITE. 

J^  Wai^Cengiruetum-'Oift  over— Failure  qf  Conditions-Words  ^and"*  « or." 

Jan.  19; 

^0&.  14.  A  testator  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards 

to  his  cousin  H.  for  her  sole  use ;  and  should  she  have  any  legal  issue  by 

marriage,  to  be  divided  amongst  them  equally  at  twenty-one.    ^  Should  the 

said  H,  not  survive  my  wife,  and  die  without  the  said  legal  issue  by  marriage,*^ 

he  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  M. 

H»  survived  the  testator's  wife,  but  had  no  children: — 

HM,  that  the  words  ''not  survive"  must  be  construed  as  equivalent  to 

"  die  in  the  lifetime  of,"  and  that  the  gift  over  could  only  take  effect  on  the 

death  of  H,,  without  children,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  widow,  which 

event  not  having  happened,  it  failed. 

Qrey  v.  Pear9on  (1)  and  Brownsword  v.  Edivarde  (2)  considered. 

XHIS  was  a  demurrer  raising  a  question  of  construction  upon  the 
will  of  Edward  Peter  Mcdse^  which  was  dated  the  23rd  of  April, 
1856 ;  and  after  making  some  specific  bequests  to  the  testator's 
wife,  continued  in  the  following  words : — 

"And  further,  I  bequeath  unto  her  (referring  to  his  wife)  the 
interest  of  all  mpneys  invested  in  whatever  securities  they  may  be 
at  the  time  of  my  death,  together  with  all  rents  arising  from  lease* 
holds,  or  freehold,  or  freeholds  I  may  be  possessed  of  at  the  time 
of  my  death,  or  that  I  may  be  legally  entitled  to  after  my  death, 
for  her  own  use,  until  the  time  of  her  death;  and  then  I  will  and 
bequeath  all  the  residue  unto  my  cousin,  Maria  Ann  Hal$e,  the 
daughter  of  my  late  uncle,  Thomas  Sahe,  the  interest  of  which 
shall,  with  all  rents  arising  from  leaseholds,  or  freehold,  or  free- 
holds, be  appropriated  for  her  sole  benefit,  and  not  subject  to  any 
of  her  husband's  debts,  either  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  or  at 
any  time,  but  solely  for  her  pwn  use  and  benefit ;  and  should  she 
have  any  legal  issue  by  marriage,  then  after  her  death  the  said 
residue  to  be  divided  amongst  them  equally,  share,  and  share  alike, 
when  they  attain  the  age  of  twenty-oi^e  years.  Should  the  said 
Maria  Ann  Habe  not  survive  my  wife,  JEmmdine  Waisan  Ealse, 
and  die  without  the  said  legal  issue  by  marriage,  I  then  will  and 
bequeath  all  the  said  sum  or  sums  of  moneys  invested  in  the  Bank 

(1)  6  H.  L.  C.  61.  (2)  2  Ves.  Sen.  243. 
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of  England^  railway  shares,  bonds,  or  other  secarities,  together  with     Y.-G.  M. 
all  leaseholds,  freehold,  or  freeholds,  unto  my  goddaughter  Mary        iSTl 
Ann  Vaughan  Morgan^  for  her  sole  benefit  and  use/'  X^xj) 

The  testator  died  on  the  7th  of  August,   1858,  leaving  hisjj^^^^^^ 

wife  and  Maria  Ann  Sake,  and  Mary  Ann  Vaughan  Morgan^  all        

surviving  him. 

The  testator's  widow  died  on  the  28th  of  February,  1863.  Mary 
Ann  Vaughan  Morgan  became  the  wife  of  WiUiamBeed,  said  Maria 
Ann  Halse  married  William  Francis;  but  though  she  had  been 
married  for  several  years  she  had  never  had  any  children.  She 
had  been  in  the  receipt  of  the  residuary  real  and  personal  estate 
since  the  death  of  the  testator's  widow. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Beed,  and  prayed  that  the 
trusts  of  the  will  might  be  administered  and  the  property  secured 
in  Court,  on  the  assumption  that  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Franeia  the 
gift  over  to  Mr&  Heed  would  take  efiect.    Mrs.  Francis  demurred. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CozensSardy,  for  the  demurrer : — 

This  is  a  gift  in  terms  absolute,  in  the  first  instance,  in  favour  of 
Mrs.  FrandSy  but  subject  to  defeasance  if  she  had  issue,  in  which 
case  there  was  a  substitutionary  gift  to  such  issue.  The  gift  over 
only  takes  efiect  in  case  of  the  death  of  Mrs.  Francis  without  issue 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  widow,  and  as  she  has  survived  it 
is  impossible  that  it  can  take  efiect,  and  consequently  Mrs.  Beed 
has  no  interest  to  entitle  her  to  maintain  the  suit,  and  the  demurrer 
ought  to  be  allowed. 

Mr.  Pearson^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hemming^  for  the  Plaintiff : — 

The  words  "  not  survive  "  are  not  necessarily  equivalent  to  "  die 
in  the  lifetime,"  and  unless  that  substitution  is  made  there  is  no 
necessity  to  substitute  "  or  "  for  "  and "  in  order  to  construe  the 
will.  So  that  the  case  is  not  concluded  by  Chrey  v.  Pearson  (1), 
which  overruled  Brottmsunn'd  v.  Edwards  (2)  only  on  the  question 
of  such  a  substitution.  But  such  a  substitution  was  not  necessary 
in  Brownsword  v.  Edwards^  as  was  pointed  out  by  ParJce,  B ,  in 
Mortimer  v.  Earthy  (3),  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

(1)  6  H.  L.  0.  61.  (2)  2  Ves.  Sen.  243. 

(3)  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  330,  n. 

2  B2  2 
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V.-C.M.     of  Exchequer.     Apart  from  authority,  the  intention  is  plain  to 

1871        make  the  gift  over  take  effect  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Fronds  Mrith- 

Beed       out  issue  at  any  time,  and  that  intention  may  be  carried  out  by  a 

BraithWaite  construction  both  rational  and  grammatical,  without  any  snbfiti- 

tution  or  addition  of  words.     There  is  a  positive  gift  to  the  issue  of 

Mrs.  Francis  in  any  event,  and  a  gift  over  in  certain  events,  which 
is  in  remainder,  and  not  in  defeasance,  and  consequently  could 
not  affect  any  interests  of  the  children.  The  gift  over  could  not 
take  place  if  there  were  children  in  existence.  The  words  "  die 
without  such  legal  issue"  thus  refer  to  another  alternative,  in 
which  the  time  of  the  death  is  not  limited.  The  words  of  the  will 
are  consequently  sufficient  to  support  two  alternatives  without  any 
resort  to  substitution.  But  if  it  is  necessary  to  make  any  substi- 
tution or  addition,  that  might  be  much  more  easily  done  here  than 
in  many  previous  cases,  where  the  actual  intention  has  been  clear : 
In  re  Thomson's  Trusts  (1) ;  Surtees  v.  Hophinson  (2).  In  HuUon 
V.  Simpson  (3),  one  mode  of  failure  of  a  gift  was  expressed,  and  the 
Court  read  it  as  if  all  other  modes  of  fSetilure  had  been  also  ex- 
pressed. Luxford  V.  Cheeke  (4)  and  PearsaU  v.  Simpson  (5)  were 
similar  cases.  Applying  this  principle,  the  words  "if  she  shall 
not  survive  "  mean  simply  "  subject  to  the  life  estate,**  and  the 
words  should  she  '*die  without  issue  "  mean  **subject  to  the  interest 
of  the  children,"  so  that  the  gift  is  to  Mrs.  Seed  subject  to  the  life 
estate  of  Mrs.  Francis,  and  the  gift  to  her  children. 

Mr.  Cotton,  in  reply : — 

To  make  out  two  contingencies  would  be  to  frame  an  entirely 
new  will.  The  settled  rule  now  is,  that  expressions  of  this  kind  are 
to  be  constnied  according  to  their  strict  literal  meaning.  It  is  im- 
possible to  distinguish  this  case  from  Qrey  v.  Pearson  (6).  In 
Brovmsword  v.  Edwards  (7)  the  gift  over  was  necessarily  a  re- 
mainder, for  the  previous  limitations  made  an  estate  tail,  which  is 
not  the  case  here.  Doe  v.  Jess^  (8)  could  not  stand  together  with 
Brotonsfvord  v.  Edwards  ;  and  Doe  v.  Jessep  was  followed  in  Chrey 

(1)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  146.  (5)  15  Vea.  29. 

(2)  Ibid.  4  Eq.  98.  (6)  6  H.  L.  C.  61. 

(3)  2  Vera.  722.  (7)  2  Ves.  Sen.  243. 

(4)  3  Lev.  125.  (8)  12  East,  288. 
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T.  Tewrwa  (1),  which  latter  has  been  followed  by  the  Master  of     V--a  !!• 
the  Bolls  in  Seccomhe  y.  Edtoards  (2).  1871 


Kexd 

V, 

Bbaithwaitb. 


Feb.  14.  Sir  E.  Mauns,  V.C,  after  reading  the  clause  in  the 
will  above  set  out,  and  shortly  referring  to  the  facts  stated  in  the 
bill,  and  observing  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  words  ''legal  issue 
by  marriage  "  clearly  meant  "  children,"  continued : — 

The  meaning  of  the  clause  creating  the  gift  over  is,  "  Should 
Maria  Ann  HaiUe  die  in  the  lifetime  of  my  wife,  and  without  such 
issue ;"  that  is,  "  children  who  should  attain  twenty-one."  She  has 
survived  the  wife ;  and  the  question  is^  whether  the  gift  over  to  the 
Plaintiff  can  now  take  effect. 

It  is  most  improbable  that  the  testator  should  intend  the  gift  over 
to  take  effect  if  Maria  Awn  should  die  without  issue  immediately 
before  the  testator's  widow,  but  not  if  she  should  die  immediately 
after  her.  It  is  therefore  highly  probable  that  the  intention  of 
the  testator  would  be  effectuated  by  reading  the  will  as  Mr.  Pearson 
and  Mr.  Hemming^  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  it  should  be  read, 
in  conformity  with  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Bardwiche  in 
Brovmsword  v.  Edwards  (3),  so  as  to  make  the  dying  without  issue 
go  through  the  whole,  and  so  make  the  gift  over  take  effect 
whenever  Maria  Ann  should  die  without  issue.  But  though  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Eardmeke  was  followed  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  and  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  in  Mortimer 
Y.  EarQey  (4),  it  was  formally  overruled  by  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Qrey  v.  Fearson.  In  Brownsword  v.  Edwards  the  devise  was 
to  trustees,  to  receive  the  rents  till  John  Brovmstpord  should 
attain  twenty-one ;  and  if  he  should  live  to  attain  the  said  age  of 
twenty-one,  or  have  issue,  then  to  the  said  John  Brownsword  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body ;  but  if  he  should  die  before  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  and  without  issue,  to  Sarah  Brovmsword,  his  sister  in  tail. 
Lord  Sardwicke  said  that  the  intention  was  to  make  the  gift  over 
take  effect  it  John  should  die  without  issue,  and  he  therefore  rejected 
the  words  ''  should  attain  twenty-one,"  and  so  made  the  words 

(1)  6  H.  L.  C.  91.  (2)  28  Beav.  440.  (8)  2  Vcs.  Sen.  243. 

(4)  6  C.  B.  819;  6  Ex.  47  ;  3  De  0.  &  Sm.  316. 
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V.-O.  M.  "  without  issue  "  run  through  the  whole ;  and  therefore,  although 
1871  John  died  without  issue  afterwards,  the  gift  over  took  effect  Now 
jjjj^       that,  I  venture  to  say,  was  received  by  the  profession  as  a  sound 

„      *•  rule  of  construction,  certainly  for  a  quarter  of  a  century,  while  I  was 

Braithwaite.  >  ^  T.  ^' 

at  the  Bar.    The  opposite  decision  of  Doe  v.  Jessep  (1)  was  equally 

regarded  as  unsound,  but  the  result  of  Orey  v.  Pearson  (2)  was  to 
set  up  Doe  v.  Jessep  and  overrule  Brownsword  v.  Edwards  (3). 

The  effect  of  the  devise  in  Grey  v.  Pearson  is  precisely  the 
same  as  that  in  Brownsword  v.  Edwards.  It  was  **  in  trust  for 
my  grandson  Bdbert  Watson  and  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  but  in  case 
he  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  without  issue, 
in  trust  for  my  granddaughter  Ann  Watson  and  the  heirs  of  her 
body."  So  tliat  in  both  cases  the  question  turned  upon  the  words 
"  die  without  issue." 

Now,  to  shew  that  the  decision  in  Brownsword  v.  Edwards 
was  formally  overruled,  I  will  read  a  few  passages  from  6rrey  v. 
Pearson,  It  is  remarkable  that  only  four  Judges  gave  an 
opinion  upon  the  case.  First,  the  Vice-Chancellor  Turner  decided 
the  case  in  opposition  to  the  view  of  the  House  of  Lords.  Then 
Lord  Cranworth,  as  Lord  Chancellor,  overruled  that  view ;  and  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  Lord  Cranworth  adhered  to  his  opinion,  and. 
Lord  Wensleydale  concurring  with  him,  they  confirmed  the  de- 
cision of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  opposition  to  the  opinion  of  Lord 
St.  Leonards^  who  gave  a  most  vigorous  and  determined  opinion 
in  favour  of  the  decision  of  Lord  Hardwieke  in  Brownsword  v. 
Edwards. 

Lord  Cranworth  says  (4)  :  "  When  this  case  came  before  me  by 
way  of  appeal,  it  appeared  to  me  that  either  Doe  v.  Jessep  over- 
ruled Brownsword  v.  Edwards,  or  that,  if  not,  it  was  by  reason  of 
•  there  being  some  distinction,  which  same  distinction  exists  in  the 
present  case.  I  thought  the  rule  laid  down  in  Doe  v.  Jessep  a 
much  more  sensible  and  convenient  rule  than  that  in  Brovmstoord 
V.  Edwards,  and  I  acted  upon  it.  Though  I  have  since  con- 
sidered the  case  in  every  point  of  view,  and  have  looked  to  see 
how  far  subsequent  authorities  have  at  all  shaken  this  decision,  I 
cannot  come  to  any  other  conclusion  than  that  the  decision  at 

(1)  12  East,.288.  (3)  2  Ves.  Sen.  243. 

(2)  6  H.  L.  C.  61.  (4)  6  H.  L.  0.  86. 


VOL.  XL]  BQUITT  CASES.  519 

wbicli  I  arrived  is  the  safe  and  correct  conclusion."    Then  he     Y.<l.]f. 
<;omment8  on  Mortimer  y.  Hartley  (1),  and  then  he  formally  oyer- '     1871 
rules  Broionsword  v.  Hdtoards  (2).     Lord  Wendeydale  also  says  (3) :       r^ 
**  The  observation  sometimes  made  on  this  case,  that  Lord  Hard'  j^^^^y^j^YTBL 

wieke  read  *  or '  for  *  and,'  is  not  correct,  and  this  is  pointed  out  and        

explained  in  the  case  of  Mortimer  v.  Hartley.  If  he  had  done  so,  he 
would  have  deprived  the  son's  issue  of  the  estate  in  case  the  son 
had  died  before  twenty-one  with  issue,  which  would  have  been  a 
strong  objection  to  that  construction ;  for  in  construing  wills,  the 
•events  which  might  possibly  have  happened,  as  well  as  those  which 
•did  happen,  are  to  be  considered.  The  decision,  however,  is  not 
open  to  this  objection,  for  this,  as  has  been  already  stated,  is  obviated 
by  putting  the  somewhat  forced  construction  on  the  words  which 
Lord  Hardvncke  adopted.  Upon  folly  considering  that  case,  I 
think  it  may  be  well  doubted  whether  the  true  construction  of  the 
words  was  not,  after  all,  the  natural  and  ordinary  one,  viz.,  that  if 
the  son  should  attain  twenty-one  or  have  issue,  then  he  should 
have  an  estate  tail ;  but  that,  on  the  other  hand,  if  he  died  under 
twenty-one,  and  had  no  issue,  the  estate  should  go  to  the  daughter. 
This  is  the  simple  and  natural  meaning  of  the  words.  There  was 
nothing  in  the  least  unreasonable  in  it,  and  it  was  unnecessary  to 
recur  to  the  very  unusual  construction  adopted  by  Lord  HardwieJee. 
But  be  this  as  it  may,  this  case  has  not  been  followed  by  any 
uniform  course  of  other  decisions,  so  as  to  make  it,  upon  the  principle 
above  explained,  binding  upon  us  in  the  construction  of  similar 
words  in  this  will.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  directly  impugned  by 
that  of  Doe  v.  Jessep  (4),  where  the  natural  and  ordinary  sense  of 
the  same  words  was  adopted."  Then  he  comments  upon  that  deci- 
sion, and  adheres  to  the  rule  which  is  applicable  to  the  present  case, 
and  which  he  had  previously  (5)  stated  as  follows :  ^'  I  have  been 
long  and  deeply  impressed  with  the  wisdom  of  the  rule,  now,  I 
believe,  universally  adopted,  at  least  in  the  Courts  of  Law  in  West- 
minster Hatty  that,  in  construing  wills,  and,  indeed,  statutes,  and  all 
written  instruments^  the  grammatical  and  ordinary  sense  of  the 
words  is  to  be  adhered  to,  unless  that  would  lead  to  some  absurdity 

(1)  6  C.  B.  819  ;  6  Ex.  49;  3  DeG.  (3)  6  H.  L.  0. 109. 
&  Sm.  316.  (4)  12  East,  288. 

(2)  2  Ves.  Sen.  248.  (5)  6  H.  L.  C.  106. 
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YM,  M.     or  some  repugnance  or  inconsistency  with  the  rest  of  the  instra- 

1871        ment,  in  ivhich  case  the  grammatical  and  ordinary  sense  of  the 

Bebd       words  may  be  modified  so  as  to  avoid  that  absurdity  and  incon- 

BBATrawAiTE  *^*®^^y>  ^^^  ^^  farther.    This  is  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Burton 

in  a  very  excellent  opinion,  which  is  to  be  found  in  the  case  of 

Warhurton  v.  Loveland  (1).*'  Lord  SL  Leonards  states,  in  giving 
his  judgment,  that  he  had  adopted  a  course,  unusual  with  him,  of 
putting  his  judgment  in  writing.  The  judgment  given  is  very  dis- 
tinct and  admirable ;  and,  upon  grounds,  in  my  opinion,  most  rea- 
sonable, he  prefers  Broumstoord  v.  Edwards  (2)  to  Doe  v.  Jessep  (3). 
I  therefore  regret  that  the  opinion  of  that  distinguished  lawyer 
did  not  prevail ;  bat,  however  my  opinion  may  coincide  with  his, 
I  am  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  majority,  which  is  the  judgment 
of  the  House,  and  the  result  of  that  judgment  is  to  reverse  the 
decision  of  Lord  Sardwicke  in  Brovmsword  v.  Edwards,  and  set 
up  that  of  Doe  v.  Jessep,  which  must  now  be  considered  the 
leading  authority  on  this  subject.  Doe  v.  Jessep  was  a  general 
devise  to  trustees,  on  trust  for  John  Jessep  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  and  if  he  died  before  attaining  twenty-one,  and  without 
issue,  over.  He  attained  twenty-one,  and  then  died  without  issue. 
Lord  EUenhorouffh  could  only  distinguish  the  case  from  Browih 
sword  V.  Edwards  by  the  fact  that  in  the  latter  case  the  limitation 
over  was  to  a  daughter,  while  in  Doe  v,  Jessep  it  was  to  other 
relatives. 

A  similar  point  arose  before  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Seeoombe 
V.  Edwards  (4),  where  the  gift  was  to  the  children  of  the  testator's 
sister :  ''  And  should  one  or  more  of  them  decease  before  marriage 
and  leave  no  issue,"  his  share  was  given  over  to  the  others. 
Bdbert,  one  of  them,  married,  but  died  without  children,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  gift  over  of  his  share  failed.  Lord  BomUly  says  (5): 
**  Certainly,  if  Broumsword  v.  Edwards,  Maberly  v.  Strode  (6), 
and  Bell  v.  Phyn  (7)  are  to  be  considered  as  binding  authorities 
here,  the  gift  over  takes  effect,  and  it  must  be  held  that  the  true 
meaning  of  this  sentence  is  disjunctive,  and  not  conjonctive. 

(1)  1  Hnds.  &  Br.  (Ir.)  648.  (4)  28  Beav.  440. 

(2)  2  Ves.  Sen.  243.  (5)  Ibid.  443. 

(3)  12  East,  288.  (6)  3  Vea.  450, 

(7)  7  Vea.  453. 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  cases  of  Doe  y.  Jessep  (1),  Pearson  t.     y.-G.M. 
Butter  (2),  and  Qrey  v.  Pearson  (3),  are  relied  on  as  establishing        isri 
a  contrary  doctrine.     I  have  very  anxiously  considered  them,  but       rbbd 
I  do  not  see  how  these  cases  can  stand  together.    I  regret  very  g      *'     -« 

mnch  the  alteration  of  the  current  of  judicial  decision,  for  I  con-        

sider  it  a  matter  of  very  great  importance  that  the  law  should  be 
settled,  and  that  there  should  be  fixed  rules  of  construction,  and 
that  particular  words  should  not  be  allowed  to  have  a  different 
construction  according  to  the  peculiar  opinions  of  the  generation 
in  which  the  decision  takes  place.''  Then,  having  made  some 
comments  upon  the  inconvenience,  he  proceeds  thus :  ''  In  common 
conversation  the  word  *  or '  is  frequently  used  for  *  and,'  and  the 
word  *  and '  for  *  or.'  Lord  Hardmekey  in  cases  like  the  present, 
thought  that  the  word  'and'  ought  to  be  read  disjunctively;  and 
accordingly,  before  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Jessep,  it  was  considered 
that  this  point  had  been  settled  by  the  authority  of  Lord  Hard- 
wieke.  Lord  EUenborough,  after  Lord  Hardimcke's  decision  had 
been  acted  upon  for  half  a  century,  differed  from  it,  and  from  that 
time  the  decisions  have  fluctuated.  Some  of  the  Courts  followed 
one  and  some  followed  the  other  decision,  until  the  House  of  Lords 
was  referred  to  to  settle  the  question.  In  the  latest  decision 
cited,  namely,  Grey  v.  Pearson,  the  House  of  Lords  seems  to  me 
to  have  settled  this  point,  and  to  have  determined  that  Doe  v. 
j€ssq>  is  to  be  followed,  and  the  cases  of  Lord  Sardwicke,  Sir 
W.  Crrant,  and  Lord  Loughborough  rejected.  I  consider  myself 
bound  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  which  appears  to 
me  to  govern  this  case  precisely,  for  I  cannot  distinguish  between 
Grey  y.  Pearson  and  the  present  case.  The  words  in  the  former 
were  these :  '  But  subject  to  the  trusts  aforesaid,  all  the  said  pre- 
mises hereinbefore  devised  shall  be  in  trust  for  my  grandson  Hobert 
Watson  and  the  heirs  of  his  body;  but  in  case  he  shall  die  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  without  issue,  my  messuages,'  &c., 
'shall  be  in  trust  for  my  said  granddaughter  Ann  Watson^  and 
the  heirs  of  her  body.'  In  the  present  case  the  words  are,  *  should 
one  or  more  of  them  decease  before  marriage,  and  leave  no  issue, 
then  their  part  to  the  remaining  brothers.'    It  is  true  that  Lord 

(1)  12  East,  288.  (2)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  398. 

(3)  6  H.  L.  C.  61. 
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y.-O.  M.     8t.  Lefmards  dissented,  and  delivered  a  most  learned  written 

1871        judgment  in  support  of  his  yiew ;  but  the  authority  of  the  decision 

Bbcd       o^  ^^^  House  of  Lords  is  binding  on  me,  though  I  cannot  but  think 

BBAiTHWAm  ^^^  ^^  following  it  I  am  disappointing  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

This  point  must,  therefore,  be  considered  as  settled  by  the  decision 

of  the  House  of  Lords,  which  I  must  follow,  and  hold  the  gift  over 
did  not  take  effect,  because  Bobert  has  married.  I  will  make  a 
declaration  to  that  effect" 

In  the  present  case,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  the  gift  over  is, 
'^  Should  Maria  Ann  Raise  die  in  the  lifetime  of  my  wife  withont 
issue" — die  without  issue  she  may,  because  she  at  present  has 
none ;  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife  she  cannot,  because  she  has 
survived  her.  I  am,  therefore,  like  Lord  BomtUy,  bound  by  the 
authority  of  Grey  v.  Pearson  (1),  and  must  hold,  in  conformity  with 
that  case,  that  the  gift  over  to  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Seed,  has  failed. 
The  demurrer,  therefore,  must  be  allowed,  but  without  costs. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Lyne  &  Eolman;  Messrs.  Wadeson  d 
MallesoTU 


V.O.  M.  HEASM AN  v.  PEAESE. 

1870 

^^.^  Wm — Bemoteness — Trudfor  Sale  and  Dtstributum  after  Entate  tail — PerM  ef 

Jviy  12,  IS,  DiviaUm — TForrfs"  Issue^^ — **  Then  living^ — Leaseholds^  Defective  rrfennce 

14, 15,  18.  fQ — Joint  Tenancy  or  Tenancy  in  common —  Words  (f  Severance  and  EqnalUy. 

1871 

s^y^  Where  estates  are  devised  ia  tail,  with  remainder  to  trustees  for  sale  and 

Feb.  28.  distribution  of  the  proceeds  among  a  class,  the  gift  of  the  proceeds  is  void 

*~~  unless  the  class  must  be  ascertained  within  the  period  allowed  by  the  rule 

against  perpetuities. 

The  will  of  W,  G,  contained  a  direction  to  the  trustees,  after  the  failare 

y/'  /V>       ®^  limitations  for  life  and  in  tail,  to  sell  and  pay  a  share  of  the  proceeds 

*^*^  to  the  children  of  A,  H,  "  then  living,"  and  the  issue  of  such  as  should  be 

then  dead,  leaving  issue,  share  and  share  alike,  such  issue  to  take  no  greater 

share  than  their  parent  would  have  had  if  living,  and  to  pay  another  share 

to  P.  cT.  for  life,  with  remainder  over  as  to  one  moiety  to  the  children  of  ^  E. 

**  then  living,'*  and  such  other  issue  as  in  respect  of  the  first  share,  and  as  to 

the  other  moiety  to  the  children  of  P.  J,  "  then  living  " : — 

Held,  that  the  words  '*  then  living  '*  in  both  clauses  relating  to  the  diildrea 


/ 


(1)  6  H.  L.  C.  61. 
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of  A.  H.  referred  to  the  same  class  of  children^  namely,  those  living  at  the  y.^  M, 
failure  of  the  prior  limitations  :  but  that  the  same  words  in  the  clause  relating         |g.Q 
to  the  children  of  P.  «7/referred  to  the  class  living  at  the  death  of  P.  J. :  w>^ 

Hdd^  also,  that  the  children  of  A,  H.  took  as  tenants  in  common  with  the  HuAfflnAy 
classes  of  issue  of  deceased  children ;  but  that  the  members  of  each  such  class 
took  as  joint  tenants  inter  se, 

William  GBATWICKE  made^his  wiU,  dated  the  3rd  of 
March,  1819,  which  may  be  considered  as  divided  into  the  fol- 
lowing clauses : — 

1.  He  devised  the  residue  of  his  real  estate  to  trustees  in  fee  to 
the  use  of  his  grandson  William  Oraiwicke  KivUeside  for  his  life, 
with  remainders  to  the  use  of  his  children  in  tail ;  and  in  default 
of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  his  granddaughter  Jemima  Elizabeth 
KinUside  for  her  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children  in  tail ;  and 
in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  the  trustees  in  fee,  in  trust 
to  sell  and  to  divide  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  into  three 
equal  parts  or  shares. 

2.  And  as  to  one-third  part  or  share  thereof,  upon  trust  that 
they  transfer  or  pay  and  divide  the  same  *'  unto  and  amongst  all 
and  every  the  children  of  my  said  sister  Amy  Heasman^  deceased, 
except  my  nephew  John  Graitoicke  Heasman,  who  shall  be  then 
living,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  then  dead  leaving 
issue,  and  the  issue  of  my  said  nephew  John  Qraiwicke  Heasman 
except  his  son  John  West  Heasman^  share  and  share  alike,  but  so 
as  the  issue  of  such  of  the  children  of  my  said  sister  Amy  Beasman 
as  shall  be  then  dead  shall  have  no  greater  share  than  their,  his, 
or  her  deceased  parents  would  have  had  if  living,  and  so  as  the 
said  issue  of  my  said  nephew  John  Qratwieke  Beasman  shall  have 
no  greater  share  than  the  issue  of  any  other  of  the  children  of  my 
said  sister  Amy  Heasman,  deceased,  is  directed  to  have,  in  case  of 
the  decease  of  their,  his,  or  her  parent." 

3.  And  as  to  another  third  part  or  share,  to  pay  the  income  to 
his  sister  Jane  Croker  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  to 
divide  the  same  third  part  or  share  into  moieties,  and  to  transfer, 
pay,  and  divide  one  moiety  thereof  [here  were  repeated  the  words 
above  given  between  inverted  commas],  and  to  pay  the  income  of 
the  other  moiety  to  his  sister  Philadelphia  Jupp  during  her  life, 
ftiid  after  her  decease  to  transfer,  or  pay  and  divide,  such  last- 
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y.-O.  m:.     mentioced  moiety  unto  such  persons,  and  in  such  manner,  as  the 
1870       third  part  or  share  next  after  mentioned  and  directed  to  be  paid 
-BzhBUAx     ^^d  applied  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Philadelphia  Jujpp. 
p^jjg^  4.  As  to  the  remaining  third  part  or  share,  to  pay  the  income 

thereof  to  his  sister  Philadelphia  Jupp  during  her  life,  and  after 

her  decease  to  transfer,  pay^  and  divide,  such  third  part  or  share 
unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the  children  of  the  said  PhUa- 
ddphia  Jupp  who  shall  be  "  then  living,"  and  the  lawful  issue  of  such 
of  her  children  as  shall  be  then  dead,  leaving  such  issue,  equally 
share  and  share  alike,  but  so  as  such  issue  shall  have  no  greater 
share  thereof  than  such  as  their,  his,  or  her  deceased  parent  would 
have  had  if  living. 

5.  Powers  to  lease  were  given  to  persons  in  possession,  and  to 
trustees  during  minorities,  and  a  jointuring  power  to  the  grandson ; 
and  there  was  a  proviso,  that  persons  succeeding  to  the  estates 
should  take  the  name  and  arms  of  tlie  testator. 

6.  And  the  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  such  parts  of  his 
hereditaments  as  were  held  for  lives  unto  the  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  upon  trust  to  permit  and  suffer  *^  my  said  grandson  and 
granddaughter  respectively,  and  such  other  person  or  persons  as 
by  virtue  of  this  my  will  shall  be  entitled  to  my  said  real  estates 
when  and  as  they  shall  severally  be  in  possession  of  the  same,  to 
possess  and  enjoy  such  and  such  parts  of  my  said  estates  as  are 
held  for  lives,  subject  to  such  powers,  provisos,  restrictions,  and 
limitations  as  are  hereinbefore  expressed  and  declared  of  and  con- 
ceming  my  said  real  estates,  as  far  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity 
will  permit." 

7.  And  as  to  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  remaining  after 
divers  repairs,  the  testator  bequeathed  the  same  to  the  same 
trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  said  grandson 
William  Graiwicke  Kinlmde  '^  during  his  life,  and  after  his  decease 
to  transfer,  or  pay  and  divide,  such  residue  unto,  between,  and 
amongst  all  and  every  the  children  of  the  said  William  Chraiwieke 
KinUside  who  shall  be  then  living,  and  the  lawful  issue  of  such  of 
his  children  as  shall  be  then  dead  leaving  such  issue  then  living, 
share  and  eihare  alike,  but  so  as  such  issue  shall  have  no  greater 
share  thereof  than  such  as  their,  his,  or  her  deceased  parent  would 
have  had  if  living ;  but  in  case  my  said  grandson  shall  die  without 
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having  any  child  or  children,  or  lawful  issue  of  such  child  or     V.-C.  M. 
children  liying  at  the  time  of  his  decease,"  then  upon  trust  to  pay       1870 
the  income  to  his  said  granddaughter  Jemima  Elizabeth  Kinleside    hsasmak 
during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  transfer,  pay,  and  divide      p^^bsb. 

the  said  residue  unto,  between,  and  amongst  all  and  every  the       

children  of  my  said  granddaughter  Jemima  Elizabdh  Kinleside 
who  shall  be  then  living,  and  the  lawful  issue  of  such  of  her 
children  as  shall  be  then  dead  leaving  issue  then  living,  share  and 
share  alike,  but  so  as  such  issue  shall  have  no  greater  share 
thereof  than  such  as  their,  his,  or  her  deceased  parent  would  have 
had  if  living ;  but  in  case  my  said  granddaughter  shall  also  die  and 
shall  leave  no  child  or  children,  or  lawful  issue  of  such  child  or 
children  living  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  then  my  will  is,  and  I 
do  hereby  direct,  that  the  said  residue  of  my  said  personal  estate 
shall  be  paid,  applied,  and  disposed  of  by  my  said  trustees,  or  the 
survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  administrators,  in 
such  and  the  same  manner,  and  for  such  and  the  same  intents  and 
purposes,  as  the  moneys  to  arise  by  sale  of  my  said  real  estates  are 
hereinbefore  directed  to  be  paid  and  applied. 

8.  After  the  clauses  concerning  the  appointment  of  new  trustees 
and  the  appointment  of  executors,  and  the  indemnity  of  trustees, 
at  the  end  of  the  will  there  was  this  clause : — 

"  Provided  always,  and  to  prevent  all  doubts  which  might  other- 
wise possibly  arise,  I  do  hereby  direct  and  declare  my  will  to  be, 
that  if  it  shall  happen  that  my  real  estate  shall  ever  be  sold  under 
the  limitations  or  devises  hereinbefore  contained,  and  the  money 
thereby  arising,  and  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate,  or  any  part 
thereof  respectively,  shall,  under  or  by  virtue  of  this  my  will,  ever 
become  payable  to  the  issue  of  my  said  late  sister  Amy  Heasman, 
deceased,  and  my  sister  Philadelphia  Jupp^  or  the  issue  of  my 
nephew  John  Orativicke  Heasman  (except  his  son,  John  West 
Heasman),  or  any  of  them,  and  any  one  or  more  of  such  issue  shall 
be  then  dead  having  left  lawful  issue,  then  the  issue  of  such  issue 
as  shall  be  so  dead  shall  have  and  receive  the  part  or  share 
to  which  their,  his,,  or  her  parent  would  have  been  entitled  to  if 
living.** 

Amtj  Esasman  died  on  the  20th  of  March|  1798 ;   the  testator 
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V.-O.  M.     died  on  the  2l8t  of  August,  1821 ;  Jane  Oroker  died  on  the  13th  of 
1870       December,  1821 ;    Philaddphia  Jupp  died  on  the  25th  of  Feb- 
HiABUAK     ^^^^Jf   1832;    William  Qraiwicke  Kirdeside  died  on  the  5th  of 
■p^gg^      December,  1862,  a  bachelor. 

Jemima  Elizabeth  Kirdeside  married  Dr.  ArehdeO,  who  took  the 

name  of  Oratwicie,  and  she  died  on  the  26th  of  September,  1867^ 
without  haying  had  issue.  Amy  Heasman  and  Philaddphia  Jupp 
had '  numerous  descendants,  and  questions  arising  as  to  which  of 
them  were  entitled  under  the  will,  this  suit  was  instituted  to 
administer  the  estate  of  the  testator ;  and  on  the  22nd  of  February, 
1868,  a  decree  for  taking  the  accounts,  sale  of  the  property,  and 
inquiries  as  to  the  state  of  the  families,  was  made,  and  pursuant 
thereto  the  Chief  Clerk  made  his  certificate,  dated  the  5th  of  March, 
1870,  by  which  it  appeared : 

1.  That  Amy  Heasman  (besides  children  who  died  unmarried 
before  the  date  of  testator's  will)  had  two  children,  namely,  Jcikn 
Oratmeke  Heasman,  and  Amy,  the  wife  of  Biehard  NeuHand. 

2.  That  John  GratwioTce  Heasman  died  in  1850,  and  (besides  his 
son,  John  West  Hea»manj  excluded  by  the  will,  and  besides  chil- 
dren who  died  unmarried  before  the  date  of  the  testator's  will)  had 
two  daughters,  Mary  Heasmany  now  living,  and  Frances  Elsasman, 
who  died  in  1861  without  having  been  married. 

3.  That  Amy  Newland  died  in  1825,  and  (besides  children  who 
died  without  being  married  before  the  dato  of  the  testator's  will) 
she  had  had  the  following  children :  three  who  survived  her,  viz., 
William^  who  died  unmarried  in  1839 ;  Francis  Bttdwick,  who  died 
in  1850,  leaving  issue ;  Thomas,  who  died  in  1845,  leaving  issue ; 
Mary  Corney,  who  died  in  1861,  without  leaving  issue ;  and  other 
children,  one  who  died  before  the  date  of  the  testator's  will,  and 
another  who  died  in  the  testators  lifetime,  both  of  whom  left 
issue,  who  or  whose  issue  were  still  living. 

4.  That  Philadelphia  Jupp  (besides  children  who  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  testator  without  being  married)  had  issue  three  children, 
two  who  survived  her,  viz.,  Charlotte  Holmes  and  William  Jupp,  and 
one,  viz.,  George  Spencer  Jupp,  who  died  in  her  lifetime,  in  1819, 
leaving  children  who  survived  him,  some  of  whom  were  dead  and 
some  still  living. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  consideration. 


VOL.  XL]  BQUITT  OASEa  527 

Mr.  ShapteTj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  StdHard,  for  the  PlaintiflF  Mary     v.-O.  M. 
Heasmanf  the  only  sarviying  child  of  John  Grattoicke  Heasma/n : —        igyo 

Mary  Eeasman  is  entitled  to  one-fonrth  of  the  whole  property.       Hsasman 

First :  As  to  the  third  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  the  freeholds,  the      piIiaE. 

subject  of  clause  2.    The  words  '*  then  living  *'  and  "  then  dead  **        

refer  to  the  period  of  sale,  which  was  to  take  place  on  the  26th  of 
September,  1867,  when  the  prior  limitations  failed. 

The  word  "issue,"  by  reference  to  the  word  *' parent,**  means 
*'  children" :  Sibley  v.  Perry  (1) ;  Maynard  v.  Wright  (2) ;  Martin  v. 
Eolgate  (3).  Such  issue  took  as  joint  tenants :  Bridge  v.  Yaies  (4) ; 
Coe  V.  Biggs  (5) ;  Lanphier  v.  Btuik  (6).  Therefore,  Mary  Heasman 
and  Frances  Heasman  took  one-half  of  this  third  as  joint  tenants ; 
and  Frances  having  died  without  severance,  Mary  Heasman  was 
entitled  to  it. 

Secondly :  As  to  a  moiety  of  the  second  third  given  to  Jane 
Croier  for  life,  the  subject  of  clause  3.  The  words  "  then  living," 
in  the  gift  over  of  the  first  moiety  of  this  third,  have  the  same 
meaning  as  in  the  gift  of  the  first  third,  which  it  embodies :  Coventry 
V.  Coventry  (7) ;  Bateman  v.  Oray  (8) ;  Carver  v.  Beaver  (9).  Con- 
sequently, Mary  Heasman  takes  a  half  of  this  third. 

Thirdly :  As  to  tlie  leaseholds  for  lives,  they  were  in  all  respects 
to  follow  all  the  limitations  and  trusts  of  the  real  estate :  Boss  v. 
JJom(IO)  ;  Minion  v.  Kincood  (11) ;  Ord  v.  Ord  (12);  Hotutoun  v. 
Eoustotin  (13). 

Fourthly :  So,  also,  as  to  the  residuary  personal  estate. 

Mr.  De  Gex^  QC,  and  Mr.  Eorton  Smith,  for  assignees  of  the 
Plaintiff  Mary  Heasman,  supported  the  Plaintiff's  view  of  the  case. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Shetbeare,  for  the  administrator  of  Mary 
Comey^  adopted  the  Plaintiff's  argument,  and  added,  that  issue 
should  survive  the  parent  by  reason  of  the  word  *'  living." 

There  was  no  necessity  to  survive  the  tenant  for  life,  or  period  of 

(1)  7  Ves.  522.  (7)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  470. 

(2)  26  Beav.  286.  (8)  29  Beav.  447. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  1  H.  L.  175.  (9)  Ibid.  449,  n. 

(4)  12  Sim.  645.  (10)  2  Coll.  269. 

(5)  1  N.  B.  586.  (11)  Law  Bep.  3  Ch.  614. 

(6)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  484.  (12)  Ibid.  2  Eq.  398. 

(13)  4  Sim.  611. 
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V.-O.M.    distribution:    Barker  v.  Barker  (1);  Re  Wildman^s  Trusls  (2); 

1870       Martin  v.  Solgaie  (3) ;  In  re  Orion's  Trusts  (4) ;  In  re  Potters 

UmIbmav     Trusts  (5) ;  MGregor  v.  MGregor  (6) ;  In  re  Hodgson's  Trusts  (7) ; 

PbIbse.     ■P^'^y  V.  Clarke  (8).    Jlfary  Comei/,  having  survived  her  brothers 

and  sisters,  was  entitled  to  one-fourth  of  the  whole  fund. 

The  explanatory  clause  (Na  8)  at  the  end  of  the  will  did  not 
divest  Mary  Corney's  share.  That  clause  was  meant  to  affect  the 
issue  of  John  Qratwicke  Heasman  only. 

Mr.  RensJhaw,  and  Mr.  Tooke,  for  the  personal  representatives  of 
Charlotte  Holmes^  all  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Bristotve,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JT.  T.  W.  Chreene,  for  the  personal 
representative  of  William  Jupp,  cited  Stanley  v.  Wise  (9). 

Mr.  Glasse^  Q*C.,  and  Mr.  C  HaU,  for  the  personal  representatives 
of  George  Spencer  Jupp : — 

"  Then  living  "  and  "then  dead,"  in  the  disposition  of  the  third 
(clause  4),  refers  to  the  death  of  Philadelphia  Jupp :  Archer  v. 
Jegan  (10) ;  Martin  v.  Eolgate.  That  construction  is  not  affected  by 
the  explanatory  clause :  Jarman  on  Wills  (11) ;  SlingAy  v.  Chrain- 
ger  (12) ;  BritneU  v.  WaUon,  before  your  Honour  on  Nov.  22, 1869. 

The  result  is,  one*sixth  of  the  whole  estate  goes  to  the  personal 
representative  of  Charlotte  Holmes,  another  one-sixth  to  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  William  Jupp,  and  another,  one-sixth  to  the 
personal  representative  of  George  l^pencer  Jupp, 

As  to  the  leaseholds,  the  trustees  were  to  hold  them  on  trust  for 
the  persons  enjoying  the  freeholds. 

That  could  not  exclude  the  trustees  themselves  taking,  on  failure 
of  prior  limitations.  The .  words,  "  subject  to  such  former  pro- 
visos, restrictions,  and  limitations  as  are  hereinbefore  expressed 
and  declared  of  and  concerning  my  said  real  estates,"  in  clause  6, 
referred  to  the  powers  of  leaving,  jointuring,  and  proviso  to  take 
name  and  arms  in  clause  5. 

(1)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  753.  (7)  1  K.  &  J.  178. 

(2)  IJ.  &  H,  299.  (8)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  425. 

(3)  I^w  Rep.  1  H,  L.  175.  (9)  1  Cox,  432. 

(4)  Ibid.  3  Eq.  376.  (10)  8  Sim.  446. 

(5)  Ibid.  8  Eq.  52.  (U)  3rd  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  487. 

(6)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  03.  (12)  7  H.  L.  C.  273. 
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The  wordsy  **  as  long  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  will  permit,"     V.-a  M. 
in  clause  6,  are  of  no  force :  Lord  Scar^daJe  y.  Gurzon  (1).  1870 

Mr.  Maehesony  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Dah/y  for  the  representatives  of  the     "^^^^ 
Defendant  Charles  BrAdmck,  deceased,  and  Newland  Budwieky  and     Pkame. 
Emily  Johnson  in  the  same  interest : — 

The  period  of  sale,  and  not  the  death  of  Philadelphia  Jupp,  is 
the  time  for  ascertaining  the  class  of  her  children  then  living 
and  the  children  of  those  then  dead  in  clause  4 :  Oaskell  v. 
Holmes  (2) ;  JHetherinffton  v.  OaJcman  (3) ;  Cain  v.  Tears  (4) ; 
Howard  v.  Collins  (5). 

Mr.  Cotton^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Everitt,  for  grandchildren  of  the 
-brothers  of  Mary  Cornet/  who  died  in  her  Lifetime  leaving  issue, 
and  for  issue  of  the  Jupps  similarly  circumstanced  : — 

The  word  "  issue,"  in  clause  8,  does  not  mean  children.  Grand- 
children in  the  Jupp  line  may  take,  though  great  grandchildren  in 
the  Newland  line  cannot  take.  Issue,  however  remote,  can  take  at 
the  period  of  distribution.  The  eldest  in  the  line  is  to  take.  The 
onus  is  on  those  who  cut  down  issue  to  children. 

The  testator  has  expressed  himself  against  the  rule  in  Martin  v. 
Holgaie  (6),  and  declared  that  issue  must  survive  the  period  of  dis- 
tribution. 

Deceased  parent,  in  clause  2,  is  the  only  term  for  cutting  down 
issue  to  child.  But  that  is  satisfied  by  limiting  the  claim  of  each 
successive  stvrps. 

Bemote  issue  may  take,  but  not  to  compete  with  nearer  issue : 
Boss  v.  Ross  (7).  All  issue,  however  remote,  take,  excluding  those 
"who  are  dead  (leaving  issue  or  not),  and  excluding  those  who  are 
represented  by  nearer  issue. 

Mr.  Osborne,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Swan;  Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and 
Mr.  Ward;  Mr.  Cole,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Miller;  Mr.  Bristowe,  Q.C., 
and  Mr.  H.  T.  W.  Oreene ;  Mr.  Morgan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Speed ; 
Mr.  W.  Kardake,  Mr.  Graham  Hastings,  Mr.  Haddan,  Mr.  Osier, 
Mr.  Davey,  Mr.  BendaU,  Mr.  Taylor,  and  Mr.  FdloweSy  appeared 
for  different  parties  interested. 

(1)  IJ.  &  H.  40.  C*)  4  Moo.  P.  C.  249. 

(2)  3  Hare,  438.  (6)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  349. 

(3)  2  Y.  &  C.  Ch.  299.  (6)  Ibid.  1  H.  L.  176. 

(7)  20  Beav.  645. 
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V.-O.  M.         Some  argued  as  to  the  word  "  leaving  " :  Crause  v.  Cooper  (1) ; 

1870        In  re  Merrick's  Trusts  (2) ;  In  re  Watson's  Trusts  (3).     Othe» 

Hkashan     argued  that  there  was  tenancy  in  common  between  the  members  of 

PjJ^     the  class  of  issue :  Hodges  v.  Ghrant  (4)  ;   Perry  v.  Woods  (5) ; 

Lyon  V.  Coward  (6) ;  Harcourl  v.  Hareourt  (7) ;  Sheppersdon  v. 

Dale  (8) :  and  that  taking  at  different  times  was  against  joint 
tenancy  :  Buck  y.  Barwise  (9)  ;  and  others  argued  that  issue  must 
be  alive  at  the  period  of  distribution:  Bohinson  v.  SyJces (10); 
Boss  V.  Boss  (11);  In  re  Potter's  Trusts  (12);  Sdbergham  v* 
Bidehalgh  (13)  ;  In  re  HotchJctss'  Trusts  (14). 

Mr,  Shapter,  in  reply : — 

As  to  joint  tenancy,  or  tenancy  in  common,  the  case  of  Perry  y^ 
Woods  is  a  mere  decision  that  share  and  share  alike  were  word» 
of  severance  creating  tenancy  in  common.  There  is  nothing  about 
classes. 

Stanley  v.*  Wise  (15)  is  only  a  decision  that  you  may  give  to 
several  tenants  in  common  in  unequal  shai*es. 

Where  there  are  words  of  equality,  as  in  equal  shares,  or  share 
and  share  alike,  it  is  plain  that  there  is  no  application  to  persons 
taking  unequal  shares ;  and  that  where  the  gift  is  equally,  or  share 
and  share  alike,  between  children  and  issue  of  deceased  children,  the 
issue  to  take  parents'  share,  "equally"  applies  to  stirpes  only:  Bridge 
v.  Yates  (16).  If  the  words  of  equality  are  repeated  so  as  to  apply 
first  to  stirpes,  and  then  to  individuals  of  each  stirps,  then  issue 
take  in  common  inter  se :  Lyon  v.  Coward  ;  so  if  the  words  of 
equality  are  made  to  apply  to  issue  as  well  as  to  children,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  bequest  to  children  and  issue  of  deceased  children,  equally 
to  be  divided  between  such  children  and  issue,  but  issue  to  take 
parents'  share. 

Sarcourt  v.  Harcowrt  is  contra  to  Bridge  v.  Jotor,  but  Vice- 

(1)  IJ.  &  H.  207.  (9)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  510. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  551.  (10)  23  Beav.  40, 

(3)  Ibid.  10  Eq.  36.  (11)  20  Ibid.  645. 

(4)  Ibid.  4  Eq.  140.  (12)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  52. 

(5)  3  Ves.  204.  (13)  Ibid.  9  Eq.  395. 

(6)  15  Sim.  287.  (14)  Ibid.  8  Eq.  648.      .   , 

(7)  26  L.  J.  (Ch.)  536.  (15)  1  Cox,  432. 

(8)  12  Jiir.  (N.S.)  156.  .  .  (16)  12  Sim.  645. 
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Chancellor  Kinderdey  oyerruled  that  case  himseK  by  Lanphier  y.  Y^G.  M. 

Buck  (1).    SJieppersdon  y.  Dale  (2)  is  also  eatUra.  1870 

Penny  y.  Clarke  (3)  went  to  the  opposite  extreme,  and  held  that  ttwT^a^ 

issue  took  as  joint  tenants  where  there  were  words  of  seyerance,  p^^ 

and  no  words  of  equality.    Btiek  y.  Barwise  (4)  shews  that  there  

may  be  joint  tenancy,  though  the  parties  take  at  different  times. 


Feb.  28.    Sib  B.  Malins,  V.C.  :—  ^ 

The  object  of  this  suit  is  to  ascertain  the  rights  of  the  persons 
beneficially  interested  under  the  will  of  the  late  William  Orattvieke, 
who  died  seised  of  considerable  property,  in  August,  1821.  The 
testator  had  had  an  only  daughter,  who  died  in  1798,  leaying  a 
son,  William  Qrattoicke  Kinleside,  and  a  daughter,  Jemima  Kinh- 
side,  whose  husband,  Dr.  Archdell,  took  the  name  of  Oratmcke. 
He  had  also  three  sisters.  Amy  Heasman,  who  died  in  his  lifetime, 
leaying  a  son  and  a  daughter ;  Jane  Croker,  who  died  unmarried 
very  shortly  after  the  testator ;  and  Philadelphia  Jupp,  who  died 
after  the  testator,  leaying  one  son  and  one  daughter  suryiving  her. 
[The  Vice-Chancellor  then  stated  the  yarious  clauses*  in  the  will, 
and  continued : — '\  It  will  be  seen  by  this  will  that  the  testator, 
in  the  first  instance,  gaye  his  estates  to  his  grandson,  WiUiam 
Oraitoicke  Kirdeside,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  all  his  issue  in  tail 
by  purchase ;  remainder  to  his  granddaughter,  Jemima  Kirdeside 
(afterwards  Grattoicke),  for  life,  with  remainder  to  all  her  issue  by 
purchase;  and  in  deflEtult  of  such  issue,  the  estate  is  giyen  to 
trustees  for  sale.  The  estates,  therefore,  which  precede  the  deyise 
upon  trust  to  sell,  might  haye  lasted  for  generations  in  contem- 
plation of  law,  because  the  law  neyer  takes  notice  of  the  fact  that 
an  estate  tail  may  be  barred. 

After  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  grandson,  W.  Q.  Kirdedde^ 
entered  into  possession  of  the  estates ;  and  upon  his  death,  without 
issue,  in  1862,  that  is,  at  the  expiration  of  a  period  of  forty-one 
years,  the  granddaughter,  Mrs.  Qrattoicke,  succeeded  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  estates  as  tenant  for  life.    She  died  without  issue,  in 

(1)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  484.  (3)  1  D.  F.  <&  J.  425. 

(2)  12  Jut.  (N.S.)  156.  (4)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  510. 
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y.-C.  M.  September,  1867,  and  the  estates  then  became  saleable  nnder  the 

1S71  trusts  for  sale.    They  hare  now  been  sold  for  a  large  sum  of  money 

HiASMAjf  — about  £150,000 — and  I  have  to  decide  who  is  entitled  to  that 

«•  money. 

Pearse.  ^ 

The  testator's  two  sisters,  Jane  Orolcer  and  Philadelphia  Jupp^  as 

I  have  stated,  survived  him,  but  both  of  them  died  shortly  after- 
wards. Upon  the  death  of  Jane  OrokeTj  the  one^third  of  the 
produce  of  the  estates,  of  which  she  was  made  tenant  for  life,  went 
over,  as  to  one  moiety  of  it,  to  the  family  of  the  sister  Amy 
Headman  ;  and  as  to  the  other  moiety,  to  PhUaddphia  Jupp  and 
her  family.  The  result,  therefore,  is  that  one  moiety  of  the  whole 
produce  of  the  estate  belongs  to  the  family  of  Amy  Heaaman,  and 
the  other  moiety  to  the  family  of  Philadelphia  Jupp.  The  great 
difficulty  in  the  cause  is  to  determine  what  members  of  the  family 
are  entitled,  and  in  what  proportions.  The  descendants  of  the  two 
sisters  are  very  numerous,  and  many  conflicting  claims  to  the  pro- 
perty have  been  ably  urged  on  their  behalf,  and  I  think  I  am  not 
wrong  in  saying  that  more  counsel  were  engaged  in  this  cause 
than  in  any  cause  of  late  years,  and  I  have  heard  some  of  them 
several  times  on  dilBTerent  points.  This  was  the  necessary  result  of 
the  numerous  conflicting  claims,  and  I  do  not  in  the  slightest 
degree  complain  of  it,  but  that  fact  has  certainly  not  diminished 
my  difficulties  in  arriving  at  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as  to  the 
proper  construction  of  the  will. 

At  the  death  of  the  testator  there  were  only  one  son  and  one 
daughter  of  his  sister  Amy  Heasman  living,  namely,  the  nephew, 
J.  Gratvdeke  Seasman^  and  Amy  Newland,  who  died  in  1825, 
leaving  several  children,  whose  descendants  are  very  numerous. 
The  nephew,  /.  O.  EJeasmany  died  in  1850,  having  had  many 
children,  some  of  whom  died  in  his  lifetime  and  some  survived 
him ;  and  their  descendants  are  also  very  numerous.  The  sister, 
Philadelphia  Jupp,  left  one  son,  William  Jupp^  and  one  daughter, 
Charlotte  Holmes,  surviving  her ;  and  one  son,  Oeorge  Spencer  Jupp, 
died  in  her  lifetime,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  but  after 
the  date  of  his  will,  namely,  in  December,  1819,  leaving  several 
children  and  more  remote  descendants,  all  or  most  of  whom  claim 
an  interest  in  the  property.  The  first  question  which  arises  upon 
this  will  is,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  clause,  which  is asort  of  divestin 
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clause,  and  is  very  important.    The  testator  says  [clanse  8] :  "  I  do     V.-O.  M. 
hereby  direct  and  declare  my  will,  that  if  it  shall  happen  that  my        1871 
real  estate  shall  ever  be  sold  under  the  limitations  or  devises  here-     HeIIuaji 
inbefore  contained,  and  the  money  thereby  arising,  and  the  residue 
of  my  personal  estate,  or  any  part  thereof  respectively,  shall,  under 
or  by  virtue  of  this  my  will,  ever  become  payable  to  the  issue 
of  my  said  late  sister  Amy  Heaaman,  deceased,  and  my  sister 
Philadelphia  Jupp.  or  the  issue  of  my  nephew  John  Qraiwicke 
Heasnuin  (except  his  son,  John  Wed  Headman),  or  any  of  them, 
and  any  one  or  more  of  such  issue  as  shall  be  then  dead  having  left 
lawful  issue,  then  the  issue  of  such  issue  as  shall  be  dead  shall 
have  or  receive  the  part  or  share  to  which  his  or  her  parent  would 
have  been  entitled  if  living."    According  to  the  original  bequest, 
there  is  no  divesting  of  the  gifts  to  parents  in  favour  of  issue 
beyond  the  first  degree  or  children ;  the  children  are  to  take  the 
shares  which  the  parents  would  have  taken ;  but  it  is  contended,  on 
behalf  of  the  grandchildren  and  more  remote  descendants  of  the 
original  takers,  that  this  clause  operates  so  as  to  divest  the  interests 
of  parents  in  favour  of  their  children  from  time  to  time,  so  as  to 
substitute  living  issue  for  dead  parents  as  long  as  the  estates  for 
life  or  estates  tail,  which  precede  the  trust  for  sale,  may  endure. 
Now,  this  clause  is  either  a  mere  repetition  of  the  divesting  clause 
in  favour  of  the  family  of  Philadelphia  Jupp,  or  it  is  a  distinct  and 
independent  divesting  clause ;  and  if  it  be  the  latter,  its  object  is 
to  divest  the  interest  of  every  successive  person  who  falls  within 
the  line  of  the  issue  described,  as  often  as  such  person  shall  die 
leaving  issue,  in  favour  of  such  issue,  as  long  as  the  estates  tail 
limited  to  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  grandson  and  grand- 
daughter last.    In  this  view  of  the  case  it  might  go  on  for  genera- 
tions, and  might,  if  valid,  operate  as  a  gift  to  the  issue  of  unborn 
issue  for  generations  to  come,  and  would  thus  be  void  under  the 
rule  against  perpetuities. 

But  it  is  urged  that,  the  gift  being  after  estates  tail,  it  is  relieved 
from  this  objection ;  but  I  think  every  limitation  after  an  estate 
tail  must  be  good  in  itself,  unless  it  be  by  way  of  contingent 
remainder,  which  must  then  take  effect  during  the  continuance  of 
the  estate  tail,  or  at  the  moment  of  its  determination :  thus,  a 
devise  in  fee  to  the  first  unborn  son  of  A.  who  shall  attain  the  age 
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V.-C.  M,     of  twenty-five  years,  is  void  for  remoteness ;  but  if  it  be  preceded 
1871        by  an  estate  tail  in  J?.,  it  is  good  as  a  contingent  remainder,  and 

Heasman  ^11  **^®  effect  or  fail  according  to  the  event  of  A.  having  or 
not  having  a  son  who  has  attained  that  age  when  the  estate  tail  of 
B.  determines. 

In  the  present  case  the  trust  for  sale  of  the  land  is  free  from 
all  objection,  because  it  is  the  trust  of  a  vested  fee  simple  in 
remainder  in  the  trustees  immediately  expectant  upon  a  series 
of  estates  tail,  which,  if  they  take  effect,  will  enable  the  tenants 
in  tail  to  bar  the  estate,  which  is  given  upon  trust  to  sell,  and 
if  the  estates  tail  fail — as  in  the  event  they  did — ^the  fee  is  im- 
mediately expectant  upon  life  estates ;  but  I  can  see  no  ground 
which  can  exempt  the  trusts  affecting  the  money  to  be  produced 
by  the  sale  from  the  rule  which  requires  that  the  interests  shall 
be  absolutely  vested  in  some  person  or  persons  within  a  life  in 
being  at  the  death  of  the  testator  and  twenty-one  years  after- 
wards. It  is  not  desirable  to  extend  the  rules  for  suspending  the 
vesting  of  property ;  and  as  this  is  a  mere  gift  of  money  to  arise 
from  the  sale  of  land,  which  might  have  come  into  operation  im- 
mediately on  the  death  of  the  testator  by  the  deaths  of  the  two 
tenants  for  life  in  his  lifetime  without  issue,  I  think  it  much 
better  to  apply  the  ordinary  rules,  which  enable  the  parties  to 
ascertain  in  whom  the  property  is  vested,  or  in  whom  it  may  vest 
immediately  after  the  death  of  the  testator.  I  may  refer  to  the 
thirty-second  chapter  in  the  late  Mr.Levns^s  able  Treatise  on  the  Law 
of  Perpetuities,  and  particularly  to  the  cases  of  Edrtopp  v.  Lord 
Carbery  (1)  and  Case  v.  Drosier  (2),  cited  by  him  as  supporting 
this  view.  The  clause,  if  intended  to  have  any  effect  beyond 
what  the  testator  had  said  in  the  original  gifts,  was  intended  to 
operate  as  long  as  the  estates  tail  endured,  as  is  shewn  by  the 
words,  "  if  my  estates  shall  ever  be  sold  under  the  limitations 
hereinbefore  contained  ;**  and  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  severed  so 
as  to  tie  up  the  property  for  one  generation  more,  as  was  argued 
by  some  of  the  learned  counsel,  which  would  have  had  the  effect 
of  making  it  a  gift  to  the  issue  of  unborn  issue,  it  being  clear  that 
the  ages  of  the  persons  upon  the  death  of  whom  the  gift  over  is 
to  take  effect  cannot  be  regarded.    Jee  v.  Audley  (3),  and  In  re 

(1)  Sanders  on  Uses,  p.  197.  (2)  2  Keen,  764.  (3)  1  Oar,  324, 
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Sayer^s  Trusts  (1),  in  which  I  followed  Jee  y.  Audley  {2),  were  cases     y.-a  M. 
of  gifts  oyer  without  issue,  of  women  past  the  possibility  of  child-        1871 
bearing.    In  Jee  y.  Audley  it  was  held  that  it  was  impossible  to     hxasuah 
look  out  of  the  will,  and  that  the  yalidity  of  the  limitation  must 
depend  on  its  yalidity  as  it  stood  on  the  face  of  the  will. 

On  these  grounds,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  will  must  be  con- 
strued as  if  the  clause  in  question  had  been  omitted  from  it,  and 
that  the  rights  will  consequently  entirely  depend  upon  the  original 
gifts  to  the  two  families.  What»  then,  is  the  effect  of  those 
gifts? 

[His  Honour  then  read  the  gift  to  the  children  of  the  testator's 
sister,  Amy  Heasman  [clause  2].] 

The  moiety  of  the  produce  of  the  estates  which  goes  to  the 
family  of  Amy  Heasman  is  divisible  between  the  brothers  and 
sisters,  and  the  children  of  those  who  shall  be  dead ;  therefore  it 
can  only  go  in  two  shares.  One  share  goes  to  the  family  of  Amy 
Newland,  her  only  suryiying  daughter ;  and  the  other  share  goes 
to  the  family  of  /.  Qraiwicke  Heasman^  the  only  suryiying  son,  a 
nephew  of  the  testator,  and  the  son  of  Amy  Heasman.  It  is  a 
tenancy  in  common  amongst  the  children  of  Amy  Heasman  and 
their  issue,  taking  in  the  place  of  the  parents ;  but  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  children  who  are  substituted  for  the  parents  take  as  joint 
tenants  inier  w,  as  in  Bridge  y.  Totes  (3),  Penny  y.  Clarke  (4), 
JTOregar  y.  MGrregor  (5),  Lanphier  y.  Biick  (6),  Coe  y.  Biggs  (7), 
ejid  In  re  Hodgson's  Trusts  (8).  Those  cases  were  all  cited  and  elabo- 
rately commented  upon  in  the  argument.  I  need  not  go  further  into 
them,  except  by  stating  that,  with  regard  to  the  first,  Bridge  y. 
Totes — which,  I  think,  is  peculiarly  applicable — it  was  a  bequest  to 
a  testator's  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  be  equally  divided 
between  all  the  testator's  children  who  should  be  then  living,  and 
the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  then  dead,  each  issue  taking 
only  the  part  or  share  to  which  his,  her,  or  their  deceased  parent 
or  parents  would  have  been  entitled  if  living.  Sir  Lancelot 
ShadweU  held  that  there  was  a  tenancy  in  common  among  the 

(1)  Law  Tlep.  6  Eq.  819.  (5)  1  D.  P.  &  J.  63. 

(2)  1  Cox,  324.  (6)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  484. 

(3)  12  Sim.  646.  (7)  1  N.  R.  636. 

(4)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  426.  (8)  1  K.  &  J.  178. 
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y.-CM.     children  and  their  families,  but  that  they  took  as  joint  tenants- 

1871       inter  se.    That  is  the  view  of  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  Penny  v» 

HxABUAN     Clarice  (1) ;  and  all  the  authorities  I  hare  mentioned  support  the 

Pe^'isk.     saMie  view. 

Against  this  view,  Eodges  v.  Grant  (2)  and  Lyon  v.  Coward  (3) 

were  relied  on,  as  shewing  that  the  issue  took  as  tenants  in  common ; 
but  the  words  of  division,  which  created  a  tenancy  in  common,  were 
applied  in  those  cases  as  well  to  issue  as  to  their  parents,  for  whom 
they  were  substituted,  and  do  not,  therefore,  apply  to  this  case,  in 
which  the  words  of  division,  as  it  appears  to  me,  apply  to  tJie 
original  takers  only.  The  consequence  is  that»  as  to  the  moiety 
of  the  moiety  of  the  whole  fund  which  goes  to  the  children  of 
Amy  Nefdandy  the  children  of  Amy  Newland  are  substituted  for 
her ;  they  take  as  joint  tenants ;  and  the  moiety  of  the  moiety 
of  the  whole  fund  which  goes  to  the  children  of  Amy  Newland 
became  vested  in  her  surviving  child,  Mary  Comey,  and  in  Mary 
Comey  only,  to  whose  legal  personal  representative  it  now  belongs. 
That  is  one-fourth  of  the  entire  fund. 

For  the  same  reason  the  other  moiety  of  the  moiety  now  belongs 
to  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Heasman,  as  the  only  surviving  child  of  J.  O. 
Heasman.  She  is  the  survivor  of  all  those  children,  and  therefore, 
as  surviving  joint  tenant,  takes  the  whole.  That,  therefore,  disposes- 
of  the  moiety  which  went  to  the  family  of  Amy  Heasman.  It  rests 
in  two  persons  only. 

Then  as  to  the  moiety  of  the  whole  fund,  which  goes  to  the  family 
of  Philadelphia  Jwpp.  The  gift  to  that  family  is  in  these  words 
[clause  4] :  ^^The  trustees  shall  pay  the  annual  interest,  dividends,  and 
proceeds  thereof  when  and  as  the  same  shall  become  payable  nnd 
be  received,  unto  my  said  sister  Philadelphia  Jupp  for  and  during 
the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  and  from  and  immediately  after  her 
decease,  upon  trust  to  transfer,  pay,  and  divide  such  last-mentioned 
third  part  or  share  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the  children  of 
my  said  sister  Philadelphia  Jupp  who  shall  be  then  living,  and 
the  lawful  issue  of  such  of  her  children  as  shall  be  then  dead 
leaving  such  issue,  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  but  so  as  such 
issue  shall  have  no  greater  share  thereof  than  such  as  their,  his,  or 

(1)  1  D.  F.  «?  J.  425.  (2)  Law  Hep.  4  Eq.  140. 

(3)  15  Sim.  287. 
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her  deceased  parent  would  have  had  if  living ;  and  in  the  meantime,     V.-O.  M. 
and  until  such  sale,  to  be  invested."    Vhiladdphia  Jwppy  who,  as        1871 
I  have  stated,  survived  the  testator,  left   a  daughter,   Charlotte    hbasmax 
Gratwicke  Holmes^  and  her  son,  WiUiam  Jupp,  surviving  her ;  and      peIrse 

she  also  left  several  children  of  her  deceased  son,  Oeorge  Spencer       

Jttjpp.  The  words,  "  who  shall  be  then  living,"  must  refer  to  the 
period  last  mentioned,  which  is  the  death  of  Philadelphia  Jupp 
herself,  as  in  Archer  v.  Jegon  (1),  That  was  a  bequest  to  the 
testator's  sister,  Elizabeth  Qraham,  wife  of  John  Graham,  for  life ; 
remainder  to  John  Oraham,  for  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  to 
the  children  of  his  (the  testator's)  sister,  who  should  be  then  living. 
John  OraJiam  died  soon  after  the  testator,  leaving  a  son  and  four 
daughters  surviving  him.  Elizabeth,  the  wife,  survived  him  some 
years.  One  of  the  four  daughters  died  in  her  lifetime,  and  it  was 
held  by  Sir  Lancelot  ShadweU  that  the  word  "  then  "  necessarily  re- 
ferred to  the  antecedent "  after  his  decease,"  and  that  the  daughter 
who  survived  the  father,  but  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  mother,  took 
a  share..   I  decided  in  the  same  way  in  Briindl  v.  Walton. 

A  very  elaborate  argument  was  addressed  to  me  on  behalf 
of  children  of  William  Jupp;  but  in  the  view  I  take  of  the 
case,  they  do  not  take  anything  directly,  though  I  suppose  the 
result  will  be  they  will  take  it  through  the  parent,  as  they 
must  be  his  next  of  kin,  and  I  presume  the  property  is  divisible 
among  them.  The  consequence  is,  that  each  of  the  children  of 
Philadelphia  Jupp  who  survived  her  took  one-third  of  the  moiety 
of  the  property  of  which  she  was  made  tenant  for  life,  and  that  the 
remaining  one-third  vested  in  the  children  of  Oeorge  Spencer  Jupp 
as  joint  tenants ;  and  that  his  three  surviving  sons — Spencer  Jupp, 
Jamea  Jupp,  and  Thoma»  Oratuncke  Jupp — are  now  entitled  to  it  in 
equal  shares. 

The  result,  in  my  opinion,  is,  that  the  moiety  of  the  property 
which  goes  to  the  family  of  the  testator's  sister  Amy  Heasman 
belongs  to  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Heasman,  and  the  legal  personal 
representative  of  Mary  Comey,  deceased,  in  equal  shares ;  and  that 
the  moiety  which  goes  to  the  family  of  Philadelphia  Jupp  is  divi- 
sible into  three  shares,  of  which  one  goes  to  the  legal  personal 
representative  oC  Charlotte  ChratwicJce  Holmes,  another  goes  to  the 

(1)  8  Sim.  446. 
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Y.-C.B1     legal  personal  representatiye  of  WiUiam  Jupp,  and  the  remaining 

1871        share  to  the  three  surviving  sons  of  Oeorge  Spencer  Jupp. 
w^I^Av         With  regard  to  the  produce  of  the  leaseholds  for  lives  which  are 
p?v        given  in  these  words  [clause  5],  *'  I  give  and  bequeath  such  of  my 

manors,  messuages,  farms,  lands,"  and  so  forth,  •*  during  all  my  estate 

and  interest — that  is,  of  the  property  held  for  lives — ^to  my  grandson 
and  such  other  person  or  persons  as  by  virtue  of  this  my  will  shall 
be  entitled  to  my  said  real  estates  when  and  as  they  shall  severally 
be  in  possession  of  the  same,  to  possess  and  enjoy  such  and  such 
parts  of  my  said  estates  as  are  held  for  lives,  subject  to  such  powers 
provisoes,  restrictions,  and  limitations  as  are  hereinbefore  expressed 
and  declared  of  and  concerning  my  said  real  estates  as  far  as  the 
rules  of  law  and  equity  will  permit ;  and  my  will  and  meaning  is, 
and  I  do  hereby  direct "  the  trustees  to  renew  leases.  With  regard 
to  the  produce  of  the  leaseholds  for  lives,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  dispose  of  it  precisely  as  he  had 
disposed  of  the  produce  of  the  fee  simple  estates;  or,  in  other 
words,  to  unite  the  enjoyment  of  the  two  estates  in  the  same  person 
and  persons  while  they  remained  in  specie^  and  to  carry  the  produce 
to  the  same  persons  when  they  should  be  converted  into  money. 
And  the  cases  of  Ross  v.  Boss  (1),  Ord  v.  Ord  (2),  and  Minton  v. 
Kinvood  (3),  which  were  cited  by  Mr.  Stopfer,  shew  that  the  words 
of  the  testator  are  sufficient  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect 

There  must  be  declarations  to  the  effect  I  have  stated,  and  I 
suppose  all  parties  here  before  me  must  have  their  costs  out  of  the 
estate. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs  and  several  of  the  Defendants: 
Messrs.  E.  Carleton  Holmes  &  Son. 

Solicitors  for  the  other  Defendants  :  Messrs.  Woody  Street,  dk 
Hayter;  Mr.  JT.  Sowton;  Mr.  A.  Edmunds;  Messrs.  Ravenscrofi 
<&  Hills;  Mr.  B.  Walthew;  Messrs.  JDesborough  &  Son;  Messrs, 
Makinson  &  Carpenter. 

(1)  2  Coll.  269.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  393. 

(3)  Law  Rep,  3  Ch.  614. 
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RYVES  V.  RY VES.  v.^.  >l 

1871 
Will — Joint  Tenancy  or  Tenancy  in  common — Payment  of  Testator's  Dtbts, 

A  testator  directed  his  debts  to  be  paid  in  the  first  instance  by  his  executor 
and  executrix.  He  then  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  his  brother  and  sister,  to  hold  the  same  unto  his  said  brother  and  sister, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns ;  but  in  case  his  brother 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  sister,  without  leaving  issue,  then  he  gave  his  share 
and  interest  in  the  property  to  his  sister  absolutely,  and  he  appointed  his 
brother  and  sister  executor  and  executrix  of  his  will  The  brother  died  before 
the  testator,  leaving  a  son,  who  was  the  testator's  heir-at-law,  and  the  testa- 
tor's personal  estate  was  not  sufficient  for  payment  of  his  debts : — 

Held^  that  the  gift  of  the  residue  to  the  testator's  brother  and  sister  was  a 
gift  to  them  as  tenants  in  common,  and  that  the  share  of  the  sister  and  the 
share  of  the  brother,  which  had  lapsed  to  the  heir-at-law,  must  bear  the  debts 
equally. 

1  HIS  was  a  special  case. 

The  will  of  Huffh  Massy  Ryves,  dated  the  22nd  of  November, 
1854,  was  as  follows : — 

"In  the  first  place,  I  direct  that  all  my  just  debts  shall  be  paid 
by  my  executor  and  executrix,  hereinafter  named,  as  soon  as  con- 
veuiently  may  be  after  my  decease.  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
all  my  undivided  third  part  or  share,  or  other  my  part,  share,  and 
interest  of  and  in  certain  messuages,  farms,  lands,  tithes,  and  here- 
ditaments, situate  in  the  county  of  Carmarthen,  which  came  to  me 
on  the  death  of  my  uncle,  the  late  W.  Horrell,  Esq.,  and  all  the 
residue  and  remainder  of  my  real  estate,  and  also  all  my  personal 
estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  unto  my  brother 
W.  0.  L.  Byves  and  my  sister  RAecca  Byves,  to  hold  the  same 
unto  my  said  brother  and  sister,  their  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns.  But  in  case  my  said  brother  should  die  in  the 
lifetime  of  my  |said  sister  without  leaving  any  issue,  then  I  give 
and  devise  his  share  and  interest  in  the  property  hereinbefore 
devised  unto  my  said  sister,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns  absolutely ;  and  I  appoint  my  said  brother  and  sister 
executor  and  executrix  of  this  my  will." 

The  Plaintiff  wns  Beheeca  Ryves,  the  testator's  sister.  W.  0.  L. 
Byvflt,  the  brother  of  the  testator,  died  on  the  30th  of  August, 
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V.-C.  M.     1860,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  leaving  issue  snrviving  him 
1871        two  children,  namely,  his  son  and  heir,  the  Defendant  H.  M.  Ryves^ 
Bttes       ^^^  ft  daughter,  both  infants. 
Rtves  ^^^  testator  died  on  the  Slst  of  March,  1863,  and  his  will  was 

proved  by  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Defendant  was  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator. 
The  personal  estate  of  the  testator  was  insufficient  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the 
whole  of  such  personal  estate  was  duly  applied  and  expended  by 
the  Plaintiff  in  payment  thereof,  and  there  was  a  deficiency  which 
hai  been  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  out  of  her  own  moneys. 

The  questions  now  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were : 
whether  the  testator  died  intestate  as  to  a  moiety,  or  any  and 
what  part,  of  his  residuary  real  estate ;  and  in  case  ho  should  be 
held  to  have  so  died  int'Cstate,  whether  such  part  of  his  real  estate 
as  descended  upon  the  infant  Defendant  as  heir-at-law  was  or  was 
not  primarily  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts  in 
exoneration  of  that  part  to  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  as 
devisee ;  or  whether,  having  regard  to  the  charge  of  debts  contained 
in  the  will,  the  debts  were  or  were  not  charged  upon  the  estate 
devised  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  such  part  as  descended  upon  the 
infant  Defendant  as  heir,  rateably. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Everiit,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  submitted 
that  the  gift  in  the  testator's  will  constituted  a  joint  tenancy  to 
the  brother  and  sister,  and  consequently  that  the  Plaintiff,  the 
sister  of  the  testator,  became  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  residue, 
subject  to  the  payment  of  debts. 

Mr,  CottoUf  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A,  Bailey,  for  the  Defendant,  the  heir- 
at-law,  contended  that  the  residue  was  given  to  the  brother  and 
sister  as  tenants  in  common.  In  support  of  the  contention  that 
the  debts  should  be  borne  in  equal  proportions  by  the  share  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  share  that  had  lapsed  to  the  Defendant,  they 
cited  Fisher  v.  Fisher  (1),  Wood  v.  Ordish  (2),  and  Peacock  v. 
Peacock  (3). 

(1)  2  Keen,  610.  (2)  3  Sm.  &  Giff.  125. 

(3)  13  W.  R.  516. 
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Sir  R.  Malins,  V.C.  : —  v.-o.  'm. 

If  the  gift  had  been  simply  to  the  brother  and  sister  of  the  tes-  -  ^^^ 
tator,  followed  by  words  of  limitation,  there  would  have  been  no  Ryves 
question  but  that  they  would  have  taken  as  joint  tenants ;  but  the  Rtyxs. 
testator  continues,  "in  case  my  said  brother  should  die  in  the  life-  ""~ 
time  of  my  sister  without  leaving  any  issue,  then  I  give  and 
devise  his  share  and  interest  in  the  property  hereinbefore  devised 
unto  my  sister,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
absolutely."  We  are  bound,  in  construing  a  will,  to  consider  the 
whole  devise  together ;  and  it  is  clear,  from  the  latter  clause,  that 
the  sister  was  not  to  take  as  being  the  surviving  joint  tenant,  but 
was  to  take  only  upon  the  death  of  her  brother  without  issue  during 
her  lifetime,  shewing  that  the  intention  was  to  create  a  tenancy  in 
common.  Then  as  to  the  question  of  payment  of  debts.  In  tlie 
case  of  Pedcoch  v.  Peacock  (1),  where  there  was  a  lapsed  share  of 
an  estate  given  to  five  persons  as  tenants  in  common,  Yice-Chan- 
cellor  Wood  said  that  the  point  was  concluded  by  authority.  The 
principle  was  laid  down  in  Fisher  v.  Fislher  (2),  and  followed  by 
Wood  V.  Ordiah  (3),  that  as  between  the  heir-at-law,  the  next  of 
kin,  and  the  residuary  devisees  and  legatees,  a  lapsed  share  of 
real  and  personal  estate  ought  to  be  applied  in  the  same  order  as 
if  the  legatee  had  survived,  and  that  the  heir-at-law  took  the 
lapsed  share,  charged  with  the  payment  of  a  rateable  proportion  of 
the  debts  and  legacies.  In  this  case,  therefore,  I  decide  in  con- 
formity with  that  authority,  that  the  heir-at-law  will  take  the 
lapsed  share,  charged  with  an  equal  proportion  of  the  debts. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Mead  dt  Davheny. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  E.  A,  Paterson, 

<1)  13  W.  R.  516.  (2)  2  Keen,  610.  (3)  3  Sm.  &  Giff.  125. 
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v.-c.  M.  CASTLE  V.  FOX, 

i^  WiU—Consti'udion^Wtns  Ad  (1  Vict.  c.  26),  «.  24--4/'te»Mwv7utml  Froperiy 

March  22.  — Evidence  to  prove  Intention. 

A  testator  devised  his  mansion  and  estate,  called  Cleeve  Courts  with  the  ap- 
purtenances, upon  certain  trusts,  and  gave  the  residue  of  his  property  of  every 
description,  other  than  those  thereinhefore  mentioned,  upon  other  trusts.  The 
testator  had  contracted,  before  the  date  of  his  will,  to  purchase  an  estate  near 
and  adjoining  to  the  Cleeve  Court  estate,  which  was  conveyed  to  him  sub- 
sequently. He  also  purchased,  after  the  date  of  his  will,  several  other  small 
properties  adjoining  the  Cleeve  Court  estate : — 

Held,  that  evidence  was  admissible  to  shew  what  property  the  testator 
designated  by  the  particular  description  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that 
all  the  property  acquired  after  the  date  of  the  will,  and  treated  by  the  testator 
immediately  before  his  death  as  additions  to  the  Cleeve  Court  estate,  passed 
under  the  particular  devise. 

Coie  V.  Scott  (1)  disapproved. 

JROBEBT  CASTLE,  of  Qeeve  Court,  in  the  county  of  Somersei, 
by  his  will,  dated  the  14th  of  March,  1861,  gave  to  his  eldest  son 
Thomas  Castle  his  manor  of  Yatton,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit 
absolutely.    He  then  gave  and  devised  his  mansion  and  estate 
called  Cleeve  Court,  with  the  appurtenances  (excluding  the  manor), 
to  trustees,  in  trust  to  permit  his  wife  to  have  the  possession  and 
enjoyment  thereof,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  daring 
her  life,  and  subject  thereto  in  trust  for  his  three  sons,  Thomas, 
Edward  WaUer,  and  Bobert  Castle,  and  their  respective  heirs,  in 
equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  but  subject  to  such  right  of 
pre-emption  in  favour  of  his  son  Thomas  CasUe  as  thereinafter  con- 
tained.   And  after  other  devises  and  bequests,  the  testator  gave, 
devised,  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  property  of  every  de- 
scription, other  than  those  thereinbefore  mentioned  and  expressed 
or  intended  to  be  disposed  of,  to  his  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  according  to  the  nature  and  quality  of 
the  same  respectively,  in  trust  to  pay  his  debts  and  the  sum  of 
£500  to  his  wife,  and  subject  thereto  to  raise  the  sum  of  £30,000, 
to  be  held  by  his  trustees  in  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  wife 
for  life,  and  afterwards  in  trust  for  all  his  children,  indudiog  his 
son  Thomas,  who  should  be  living  at  his  decease,  in  equal  shares, 

(1)  1  Mac.  &  a.  518. 
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and  also  to  raise  the  sum  of  £2000  for  each  of  his  children,  to  be     Y.O.  M. 
paid  to  tbem  at  twenty-one  or  marriage.  1871 

The  testator  died  on  the  3rd  of  July,  1866,  and  this  suit  was      Castlb 
instituted  for  the  administration  of  his  estate.  p^^^ 

In  June,  1859,  the  testator  had  purchased  the  mansion-house  of       

Cleeve  Court,  with  about  281  acres  of  land. 

By  an  agreement,  dated  the  25th  of  August,  1859,  he  contracted 
to  purchase  other  lands,  forming  an  estate  called  Kingswoody  and 
containing  about  158  acres,  situate  in  the  parish  of  TattoUj  and 
near  or  adjoining  to  those  above  referred  to ;  and  it  was  provided 
by  the  agreement  that  he  should  have  immediate  possession  of 
such  lands.  The  testator  accordingly  entered  into  possession  of 
the  last-mentioned  lands,  and  at  the  date  and  execution  of  his 
will  he  was  in  the  actual  occupation  thereof. 

The  Kingswood  estate  was  conveyed  to  the  testator  in  fee,  by  an 
indenture  dated  the  31st  of  December,  1861. 

Subsequently  to  the  date  and  execution  of  the  testator's  will, 
and  by  several  indentures,  dated  in  1863,  1864,  and  1865,  in  con- 
sideration  of  the  several  prices  and  sums  of  £62,  £40,  £375,  £2258, 
£490,  £200,  and  £95  respectively,  paid  by  testator  to  the  several 
vendors,  other  lands  and  hereditaments  in  such  several  indentures 
described,  and  situate  in  the  parish  of  Yaiton,  and  near  or  adjoin- 
ing to  the  before-mentioned  hereditaments,  were  conveyed  to  the 
testator  in  fee. 

The  Plaintiffs  were  the  trustees  and  executors  of  the  will,  and 
the  Defendants  were  the  different  persons  interested  under  the 
will ;  and  the  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  ascertained  and  declared 
which  of  the  hereditaments  were  included  in  the  specific  devise  in 
the  testator's  will  of  his  mansion  and  estate  called  Cleeve  Courts 
and  whether  any,  and  which,  of  such  hereditaments  were  included 
in  the  devise  of  his  residuary  estate. 

The  case  came  on  upon  adjourned  summons,  taken  out  by  the 
eldest  son  of  the  testator,  to  vary  the  certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk, 
who  had  found  that  the  estate  contracted  to  be  purchased  by  the 
testator  before  the  date  of  his  will,  but  conveyed  to  him  afterwards, 
passed  under  the  devise  of  the  Cleeve  Court  estate ;  and  that  the 
lands  purchased  at  different  periods  subsequently  to  the  date  of 
the  will  passed  under  the  residuary  devise. 
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V.C.M.         There  was  evidence  to  shew  that  the  testator  was  very  desirous 

1871  of  acquiring  the  additional  lands  purchased  subsequently  to  the 

Castle  <^Ate  of  his  will,  and  after  making  such  purchases  he  had  observed 
Fox  ^  ^^®  ^^  *^®  witnesses  that  the  Cleeve  Court  then  lay  within  a 
ring-fence. 

Mr.  Pearson^  Q-C.,  and  Mr.    WieJcem,  for  the  Defendant,  the 
eldest  son  of  the  testator : — 

The  24th  section  of  the  Wills  Ad  (1  Vict.  c.  26)  provides  that  the 
will  shall  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  real  and  personal 
estate  comprised  in  it,  as  if  it  had  been  executed  immediately 
before  the  death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  intention  should 
appear.  The  whole  of  this  property,  including  all  the  purchases 
made  by  the  testator  after  the  date  of  his  will,  must  therefore 
pass  under  the  designation  of  the  Cleeve  Court  estate.  The  lands 
so  purchased  were  treated  by  him  as  additions  to  his  Cleeve  Court 
estate,  and  were  occupied  by  him  together  with,  and  as  forming  part 
of,  that  estate  from  the  time  he  purchased  them  until  his  death. 
The  property  contracted  to  be  purchased  before  the  date  of  the  will, 
and  subsequently  conveyed  to  the  testator,  had  originally  formed 
part  of  the  Cleeve  Court  estate,  and  from  the  position  of  the  rest  of 
the  purchased  lands,  some  of  them  adjoining  the  original  Cleeve 
Court  estate,  and  some  pieces  actually  intersecting  the  property,  it 
is  evident  that  the  testator  intended  to  treat  the  whole  as  forming 
part  of  his  Cleeve  Court  estate ;  and  that  this  was  the  ease  is  made 
more  plain  by  the  effect  of  the  evidence,  which  shews  that  the 
testator  had  taken  his  opportunity  from  time  to  time  to  make 
these  purchases,  for  the  purposes  of  forming  one  connected  estate, 
or,  as  he  expressed  himself,  to  bring  it  within  a  ring-fence.  That 
this  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention  is  admissible,  is  decided  by 
the  case  oiWebb  v.  Byng(l),  where  a  testatrix  devised  all  her 
Quendon  Hall  estates  in  Essex,  and  it  was  held  that  extrinsic 
evidence  was  admissible  to  shew  what  estates  she  understood  to  be 
comprised  in  that  description. 

The  authorities  in  favour  of  our  view  of  what  passed  by  the  will 
are  distinct,  and  the  principle  is  laid  down  clearly.  In  Lady  Lang- 
dale  v.  Briggs  (2),  where  a  testator,  after  the  date  of  his  will,  became 

(1)  1  K.  &  J.  G80.  (2)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  391. 
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•entitled  to  the  personal  estate  of  a  deceased  sister,  as  one  of  her    V,-o.  M. 
next  of  kin,  it  was  held  that  leaseholds  forming  part  of  the  sister's       I87i 
general  estate  passed  under  a  specific  bequest  of  leasehold  pro-      castlb 
perty.    In  Miles  y.  MUes  (1),  a  devise  of  a  particular  house,  partly        p^^ 

freehold  and  partly  leasehold,  was  held  to  pass  the  reversion  in       

fee,  which  was  purchased  subsequently  to  the  date  of  the  will ;  and 
in  Mathews  v.  Mathews  (2),  under  a  devise  of  all  the  testator's 
freehold  messuages,  situate  at  a  place  named,  the  testator  being 
possessed  of  a  term  of  years,  and  also  seised  of  the  reversion  of  a 
part  of  the  property  in  fee,  from  the  expiration  of  three  years  after 
the  end  of  the  term,  it  was  held  that  the  whole  interest  passed. 
Cox  V.  Bennett  (3)  was  a  similar  case,  in  which  a  reversion  in  fee, 
purchased  after  the  date  of  the  will,  was  held  to  pass  under  a 
bequest  of  a  leasehold  house.  OoocUad  v.  Burnett  (4)  is  a  strong 
case,  where  a  gift  of  "my  New  3^  per  Cent.  Annuities,"  was  held 
to  include  all  the  New  3^  per  Cents,  which  the  testatrix  had  pur- 
chased after  the  date  of  her  will.  Doe  v.  WcUker  (5),  In  re  Mid- 
land  Railway  Company  (6),  and  Strevens  v.  Bayley  (7),  are  also 
authorities  carrying  out  the  same  principle. 

Mr.  Cohy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bird^  for  the  principal  Defendants : — 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  as  a  general  rule,  under  the  WiUs  Act, 
that  all  property  acquired  after  the  date  of  the  will  passes,  but 
that  only  applies  to  a  general  description,  such  as  a  gift  of  **  all 
my  estate,"  where  the  words  would  have  a  general  reference,  or  to 
a  bequest  of  "  all  my  3^  per  Cents."  The  cases  referred  to  are  all 
of  that  class,  but  the  principle  does  not  apply  to  words  of  designa- 
tion such  as  are  found  in  this  will:  ''All  my  mansion  and  estate 
called  Cleeve  Courts'  are  words  specifying  a  particular  estate  known 
as  the  Cleeve  CovH  estate  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  any  subse- 
quently purchased  lands,  although  they  might  adjoin  the  Cleeve 
Cowrt  estate,  did  not  form  part  of  the  thing  designated  in  the 
will.  The  case  of  Wehb  v.  Bing  (8)  is  in  our  favour,  and  very  much 
resembles  this ;  for  there  estates  acquired  after  the  date  of  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  462.  (5)  12  M.  &  W.  691. 

(2)  Ibid.  4  Eq.  278.  (6)  34  Beav.  525. 

(3)  Ibid.  G  Eq.  422.  (7)  8  Ir.  Com.  L.  Kcp.  410. 

(4)  1  K.  &  J.  341.  (8)  1  K.  &  J.  580. 
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V.-O.  M.  will,  although  the  testatrix  had  contracted  to  purchase  some  of 
1871  them  before  the  date  of  the  will,  and  although  they  were  rery 
Castle  small  additions  to  what  was  comprised  in  the  devise,  were  held 
Fox  ^^*  ^  P^^  under  the  words  "  all  my  Qitendon  Sail  estates." 
—  Doe  Y.  Walker  (1)  turned  upon  the  question  whether  the  Wills  Act 
applied  to  a  will,  republished  by  codicil,  after  the  Act  came  into 
operation ;  and  the  same  observation  is  applicable  to  the  case  of 
Huffhes  V.  Hosking  (2).  Then  we  have  cases  directly  contrary  to 
those  which  have  been  cited.  In  Cole  v.  Seott  (3),  the  words  "all 
the  estates  of  which  I  am  now  seised  or  possessed,"  were  held  to 
indicate  the  property  which  the  testator  had  at  the  date  of  his 
will,  and  to  shew  such  a  "  contrary  intention  "  as  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  24th  section  of  the  WUh  Ad.  Hvichinson  v.  Barron  (4) 
is  a  case  fully  carrying  out  our  contention.  The  words  were :  **  I 
give  and  devise  all  that  my  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  and  the 
buildings  and  land  belonging  thereto,  now  occupied  by  me."  Baron 
Martin  there  held  that  the  word  **  now  "  meant  at  the  date  of  the 
will,  and  that  two  acres  of  land  previously  let  to  a  tenant,  and 
taken  into  the  possession  of  the  testator  after  the  date  of  his  will, 
did  not  pass.  The  learned  Judge  referred  to  Jarman  on  Wills  (5), 
where  Cole  v.  Scott  is;  cited,  and  said  he  thought  that  case  was 
well  decided,  and  was  an  example  of  the  construction  of  "now"  to 
be  a  date  only. 

Emu$8  V.  Smith  (6)  is  another  case  in  which  the  will  is  made  to 
speak  from  the  date,  and  the  distinction  is  laid  do^n  in  Douglas 
V.  Douglas  (7),  that  "  all  my  stock "  would  pass  after-acquired 
stock,  but  not  "all  my  stock  which  I  have  purchased,"  which 
only  passed  the  stock  which  the  testator  had  at  the  date  of  the 
will. 

The  question,  therefore,  comes  to  this:  what  land  was  com- 
prised in  the  Cleeve  Court  estate  ?  ^  The  words  used  by  the  tes- 
tator are  equivalent  to  saying,  **  I  give  my  Cleeve  Court  estate,  of 
which  I  am  now  seised,"  which  must  necessarily  mean  at  the  date 
of  the  will.    It  is  a  particular  designation  of  a  particular  thing 

(1)  12  M.  &  W.  591.  (4)  9  W.  R  538. 

(2)  II  Moo.  P.  C.  I.  (5)  Page  261. 

(3)  1  Mac.  &  G.  518.  (6)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  722. 

(7)  Kay,  400. 
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known  by  a  certain  name  at  a  fixed  period,  namely,  the  date  of     V.-O.  M. 
the  will,  and  nothing  that  the  testator  acquired  afterwards  can       187I 
pass  under  such  a  devise.  Gastlb 

The  testator  has,  moreover,  shewn  distinctly  what  his  intention  p^^ 
was  by  the  words  of  the  residuary  clause,  where  he  gives  the  ""^ 
residue  of  his  property  of  every  description  other  than  those 
thereinbefore  mentioned ;  thereby  clearly  denoting  that  nothing  he 
had  not  before  mentioned  was  to  pass  under  the  specific  devise, 
and  thus  shewing  the  contrary  intention  required  by  the  Wills 
Act. 

Mr.  Batolinson,  for  one  of  the  sons. 

Sib  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  raises  a  point  of  considerable  nicety  and  importance 
upon  the  construction  of  the  Wills  Act,  but  one  upon  which  I 
confess,  after  the  elaborate  argument  I  have  heard,  I  am  not  able 
to  bring  myself  to  entertain  the  least  doubt.  The  testator,  Bolert 
Castle^  as  appears  by  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  purchased  in  the 
year  1859  an  estate  called  Cleeve  Court,  consisting  of  a  mansion- 
house  and  281  acres  of  land.  That  estate  was  conveved  to  him  in 
1859.  He  afterwards,  before  the  date  of  his  will,  for  the  purpose 
of  increasing  that  estate,  purchased  another  property  called  Kings* 
wood,  which  was  bought  in  August,  1859,  and  conveyed  to  him  in 
the  month  of  December,  1861.  The  will  is  dated  the  14th  of 
March,  1861,  so  that  the  bulk  of  the  estate  was  conveyed  to 
him  about  two  years  before  the  date  of  the  will ;  but  Kingswood 
was  not  conveyed  to  him  till  after  the  date  of  the  will. 

The  testator  died  in  July,  1866,  and  between  1861  and  the  time 
of  his  death  he  made  various  acquisitions  of  land,  one  purchase  for 
the  small  sum  of  £62,  a  limekiln,  which  is  almost  in  the  centre  of 
the  estate,  so  that  any  man  possessed  of  the  estate  would  naturally 
be  most  desirous  of  acquiring  that  property.  He  purchased 
another  property  for  £40  for  similar  reasons,  and  another  for 
£375,  and  then  he  bought  one  partly  at  the  boundary  of  the 
estate  and  partly  in  the  centre  for  £2258.  He  afterwards  bought 
three  acres  for  £490;  some  other  property  for  about  £200,  and  he 
finally  purchased  a  small  plot  for  about  £95.     Those  purchases 

2  T2  2 
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V.-O.  M.     cost  in  the  whole  somewhere  above  £3500.     The  evidence  before 
1871        me  which  is  receivable  upon  the  motion  to  vary  the  certificate, 
Castlk      is,   that  he  was  from  the   time  he  purchased  the  estate  very 
Yqj^        desirous  of  acquiring  these  additional  lands,  and  that  after  he 
""^        purchased  them  he  said  to  one  of  the  witnesses :  **  It  lies  in  a  ring- 
fence;"  that  is,  there  were  no  other  lands  interposed,  but  he  had 
it  all  to  himself.     [The  Vice-Chancellor  then  stated  the  terms  of 
the  will,  and  continued: — ]     The  point  I  have  to  consider  is, 
whether  this  devise  of  the  mansion  and  estate  called  (Jleeve  Gouriy 
with  the  appurtenances,  must  necessarily  be  limited  to  that  part 
of  the  Cleeve  Court  estate  of  which  the  testator  was  the  owner  at 
the  date  of  his  will — that  is,  the  original  estate,  with  the  addition 
of  KinffBwoody  which  was  contracted  to  be  purchased  before,  but 
which  was  conveyed  to  him  after  the  date  of  his  will. 

It  has  been  much  pressed  upon  me  that,  although,  as  a  general 
rule,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  under  the  24th  section  of  the  Wills 
Act  all  property  acquired  by  a  testator  after  the  date  of  his  will 
will  pass  where  there  is  a  general  description,  that  rule  wiU  not 
apply  when  there  is  a  particular  description.     As  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, I  wish  to  give  to  the  words  of  the  enactment  a  broad  and 
liberal  interpretation — one  which  will  carry  into  effect  at  the  same 
time  the  intention  of  the  testator  and  the  intention  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, so  as  not  to  fritter  and  cut  down  the  language  and  make  it 
apply  to  as  few  cases  as  possible,  but  to  apply  it  to  all  cases  where 
I  am  satisfied  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  will  be  eflfectuated. 
We  know  the  evil  that  previously  existed  under  the  old  law  ap- 
plicable to  wills,  and  it  was  disgraceful  that  it  should  have  been 
allowed  to  remain  for  generations  as  it  was.    The  evil  has,  in  my 
opinion,  been  entirely  corrected  by  this  statute.   The  section  enacts 
that  every  will  shall  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  real  and 
personal  estate  comprised  in  it,  as  if  it  had  been  executed  im- 
mediately before  the  death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary 
intention  should  appear.    According  to  my  view  of  this  case,  I  am 
to  read  the  will  with  reference  to  the  state  of  things  as  they  stood 
immediately  before  his  death.    I  find  he  gave  the  Cleeve  Court 
estate  with  the  appurtenances.     To  what  time  am  I  to  apply  the 
question,  What  is  the  Cleeve  Court  estate,  and  what  are  its 
appurtenances?    The  Legislature  says  I  am  to  read  the  will  as 
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if  it  bad  been  made  immediately  before  the  death  of  the  testator.  V.-C.  M. 
Therefore,  I  am  to  ask  the  question  what  it  is  he  called  the  Cleeve  is7i 
Court  estate  at  the  time  of  his  death?  In  my  opinion,  it  is  gastle 
proved  beyond  all  possibility  of  doubt  that  what  he  considered  the 
Cleeve  Court  estate  was  not  only  that  which  he  had  bought  under 
that  designation  in  1859,  with  the  addition  he  had  made  to  it  in 
the  same  year  of  the  Kingswood  estate,  but  all  those  additions  that 
had  been  made  to  it  from  1861  down  to  the  time  of  his  death  in 
1866.  Therefore,  finding  he  treated  the  whole  of  the  property  as 
Cleeve  Courts  the  Legislature  imposes  upon  me  the  obligation  of 
reading  this  will  as  made  immediately  before  the  testator's  death. 
And  it  appears  to  me  as  plain  as  anything  can  be  that  I  am  only 
at  liberty  to  ask  what  was  known  as  the  Cleeve  Court  estate  imme- 
diately before  the  death  of  tlie  testator.  If,  upon  the  evidence, 
I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  these  additions  had  been  made  to 
these  lands,  and  had  become  by  the  act  of  the  testator  part  of  the 
estate,  and  were  regarded  and  treated  by  him  as  part  of  the  estate, 
it  is  my  duty  to  say  that  all  that  he  considered  as  part  of  the 
Cleeve  Court  estate  passed  by  his  will. 

Looking  at  the  transaction  itself,  can  any  man  doubt  what  the 
intention  of  the  testator  was  ?  Can  there  be  the  slightest  doUbt 
that  in  making  these  purchases — all  for  very  small  sums,  except  the 
£2258 — his  object  was  to  buy  up  the  small  patches  of  property  which 
lay  inconveniently  intermixed  with  the  estate  and  add  them  to  it? 
This  point  was  much  pressed  upon  me,  that  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  go 
into  evidence  upon  that  question,  that  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  look 
at  the  surrounding  circumstances  when  there  is  a  particular  devise, 
although  I  may  do  so  when  there  is  a  general  devise.  It  is  admitted 
that  if  he  had  said,  ^*  All  my  lands  in  the  county  of  Somerset^^ 
everything  would  have  passed;  but  because  he  says,  I  give  a  par- 
ticular part  of  it,  which  is  known  by  a  particular  name,  and  he  has 
added  property  which  is  also  knoun  by  that  name,  therefore  it  is  not 
to  pass,  because  I  must  read  the  description  of  Cleeve  Court  as  apply- 
ing only  to  that  which  was,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  Cleeve 
Court  at  the  date  of  his  will.  In  pressing  the  argument  to  that 
extent,  it  must  follow  that  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
in  In  re  Midland  Railway  Company  (1)  must  be  entirely  wrong.  In 

(1)  34  Beav.  525. 
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y.-O.  M.    that  case,  the  testator  devised  "a  messuage  or  dwelling-honse, 

1871       wherein  JD.  G.  now  resides,  with  the  stables  or  appurtenances  thereto 

Oaotle      belonging  and  therewith  occupied."    If  this  argument  is  good  for 

^'         anything,  nothing  could  pas3  by  that  description  but  that  which 

was  actually  part  of  it  when  the  will  was  made ;  but  between  the 

date  of  the  will  and  the  death  of  the  testator  he  purchased  a  garden, 
which  he  attached  to  the  existing  messuage ;  and  if  the  argument 
is  to  prevail,  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  ought  to  have  held  that  the 
original  property  only  passed  by  the  will,  and  that  the  garden 
which  had  been  added  to  it  did  not  pass.  Suppose  a  man  has  a 
house  and  garden,  and  he  finds  his  garden  too  small,  and  purchases 
from  his  neighbour  some  more  land,  which  he  adds  to  his  own 
garden,  and  builds  a  new  wall.  In  that  case,  I  ought  to  hold  that 
as  to  one  part  of  the  garden,  if  there  is  a  residuary  devise,  it  would 
pass  under  that ;  but  if  there  is  no  residuary  devise,  then  I  must 
hold  that,  although  he  died  seised  of  a  house  and  garden,  which 
garden  he  had  enlarged  after  the  date  of  his  will,  therefore  he  died 
intestate  as  to  one  part  of  the  garden.  Such  arguments  lead  to 
conclusions  utterly  repugnant  to  sense,  and,  as  I  think,  repugnant 
to  the  intention  of  the  -Legislature  in  making  this  enactment 
Therefore,  it  appears  to  me  that,  whether  it  be  a  particular  descrip- 
tion, or  whether  it  be  a  general  description,  if  a  testator,  as  in  the 
present  case,  gives  property  by  a  particular  name,  the  question  is, 
not  what  was  known  by  that  name  when  he  made  his  will,  but  what 
was  known  by  that  name  and  treated  by  him  as  coming  under  that 
description  at  any  time  during  his  life ;  and  I  think,  therefore, 
evidence  as  to  his  treatment  of  the  property,  and  what  he  called  the 
particular  estate  after  the  date  of  his  will,  is  just  as  legitimate 
evidence  as  evidence  of  what  he  did  before  the  date  of  his  will, 
because  the  words  of  the  statute  are,  that  I  am  to  read  the  will  as 
speaking  immediately  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  con- 
trary intention  appears.  Ko  such  contrary  intention  does  appear  here, 
and  therefore  I  think  the  whole  of  this  evidence,  shewing  what  the 
testator  treated  as  part  of  the  Cleefoe  Cowrt  estate  not  only  before, 
but  between  the  date  of  his  will  and  his  death,  is  as  legitimate  as 
any  evidence  that  can  be  given  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the 
Court  in  the  position  of  the  testator.  It  happens  here  that  between 
the  date  of  the  will  and  the  death  of  the  testator  there  is  an  interral 
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of  only  five  years,  but  I  have  had  many  cases  where,  between  the     V.-0.  M. 
making  of  the  will  and  the  death  of  the  testator,  there  has  been        1871 
twenty  or  thirty  years'  interval.    A  man  may  add  a  great  deal  to      Cabtlb 
«n  estate  dm-ing  that  time,  but  although  he  may  have  done  so,        p^^ 

and  may  have  described  it  in  a  deed  after  the  date  of  his  will  as  an       

estate,  according  to  the  argument  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  receive 
that  evidence,  because  I  can  only  receive  evidence  as  to  what  was 
part  of  the  estate  at  the  date  of  the  will. 

The  argument  is  further  carried  to  this  extent :  It  is  said  that 
this  is  distinctly  shewn  by  the  residuary  devise — **  I  give  and  be- 
<}ueath  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  property  of  every 
<]escription  other  than  those  hereinbefore  mentioned  and  expressed." 
It  was  argued  that  **  hereinbefore  mentioned  and  expressed  "  is  only 
that  which  he  had  at  the  date  of  the  will ;  that  that  only  is  men- 
tioned ;  erffo,  nothing  can  pass  but  that  which  is  there  mentioned. 
The  effect  of  that,  again,  is  to  abrogate  the  sti^tute,  and  to  pass 
over  the  words  of  the  Legislature  altogether. 

Many  cases  have  been  put  by  way  of  illustration,  and  I  think 
the  case  in  Mr.  Jarmans  book  (1)  about  the  house  in  Orawenor 
Square  is  a  very  good  one.  Suppose  a  testator  has  a  house  in 
Orosvenor  Squarsy  and  he  says  in  his  will,  "  I  give  my  house  in 
Grosvenor  Square;'^  then  suppose  he  sells  the  house  he  had  at 
the  date  of  his  will,  and  buys  another  in  Qrodvenor  Square ;  my 
opinion  is  (and  I  have  not  a  doubt  about  it),  that  under  that 
general  description,  "  my  house  in  Grosvenor  Square,^'  the  house 
would  pass.  The  Legislature  says  I  must  read  the  will  as  if  it 
were  made  immediately  before  the  death  of  the  testator.  Doing 
that,  I  find  he  has  a  house  in  Grosvenor  Square,  and  that  must 
necessarily  pass.  But  if  he  adds  a  description  shewing  that  he 
meant  a  particular  thing  only — if,  for  instance,  he  says,  "  I  give 
my  house  No.  2,  Grosvenor  Square,''  and  if  he  afterwards  sells  that 
house,  and  buys  No.  6, 1  am  equally  clear  that  No.  6  would  not 
pass,  because  a  contrary  intention  is  expressed.  He  has  sold  the 
house  No.  2,  and  has  no  longer  got  it,  and  the  devise  is  adeemed 
by  the  sale  of  that  house,  and  you  cannot  apply  the  general  descrip- 
tion of  "  my  house  "  where  he  has  specifically  described  the  house 
by  name.    Therefore  I  am  as  clearly  of  opinion  that  in  that  case 

(1)  3rd  EcL  vjl.  i.  p.  309. 
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y.-a  M.     it  would  not  pass^  as  I  am  of  opinion  it  wonld  pass  in  the  former 
1871        case.     So  I  answer  the  question  put  by  Vice-Ohancellor  KnighJt 

Castls  Bruce  with  regard  to  the  brown  horse  (1) :  '^Suppose  a  man  to  haT& 
Fox.  ^  brown  horse,"  the  Vico-Chancellor  says,  **  and  bequeath  it,  and 
then  to  sell  it,  and  buy  another  brown  horse,  and  die,  does  the- 
horse  of  which  he  was  possessed  at  the  time  of  bis  death  pass  ?* 
I  should  say,  unless  he  uses  other  words  to  describe  the  browi^ 
horse,  all  I  am  at  liberty  to  ask  is,  had  he  a  brown  horse  when  he 
died  ?  Yes.  Then  he  has  said, "  I  give  my  brown  horse,"  and  that 
is  the  one  he  applied  the  description  to,  and  it  is  perfectly  imma- 
terial that  he  had  another  brown  horse  when  he  made  his  will. 
Those  are  the  general  rules  that  are  applicable  to  this  subject, 
and  I  say  so  because  at  the  same  time  that  they  carry  into  effect 
the  intention  and  language  of  the  Legislature,  I  am  satisfied  they 
also  carry  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

Mow,  is  there  anything  to  be  found  in  the  cases  which  have 
been  cited  contrary  to  this  view  ?  The  general  rule  laid  down  by 
Lord  Justice  Tv/mer  in  Lady  LcMffdale  y.  Briggs  (2)  is  in  strict 
accordance  with  it.  With  regard  to  the  case  of  Lord  LUJord  t* 
Pouys  Keck  (3),  a  distinction  was  attempted  to  be  drawn  there,, 
because  the  testator  said :  '^  I  give  all  my  freehold  estate,  of  or  to 
which  I  am  seised  or  entitled,  and  I  give  the  copyhold  estate,  which 
I  am,  or  at  the  time  of  my  death  shall  be  possessed  of  or  entitled 
to."  It  was  argued,  that  inasmuch  as  he  had,  with  reference  to  the 
copyholds,  pointed  to  the  acquisition  of  other  property,  and  bad 
not  done  so  as  to  the  freeholds,  therefore  after-acquired  freeholds 
would  not  pass,  as  he  had  shewn  an  intention  that  after-acquired 
copyholds  should  pass.  But  I  am  happy  to  find  that  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  did  not  give  any  sanction  to  that  argument,  but  gave 
effect  to  the  broad  intention  of  the  Legislature,  and  held,  that 
inasmuch  as  the  testator  said  he  gave  all  his  freehold  estate,  that 
the  will  spoke  for  that  purpose  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
passed  everything  he  had  at  the  date  of  the  will,  as  well  as  all  he 
acquired  afterwards.  Two  other  cases  were  cited  to  me — Miles  v. 
Miles  (4)  and  Cox  v.  Bennett  (5) — one  before  Lord  BomiUy^  and 

(1)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  733.  (3)  30  Beav.  300. 

(2)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  391.  (4)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  462. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  422. 
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the  other  before  Viee-Chancellor  Giffard.    In  each  case  the  tes-     V.-C.  BL 
tator  gave  a  particular  house  of  which  he  was  a  leaseholder  at  the        1871 
date  of  his  will,  but  of  which  he  acquired  the  freehold  afterwards.      caotlk 
In  both  those  cases  it  was  decided  that,  having  devised  a  particular        ^^-^ 
thing,  it  passed  every  interest  the  testator  subsequently  acquired        — ^ 
in  it.    In  Goodlad  v.  Burnett  (1)  a  very  extended  construction  was 
given  to  a  will  by  the  present  Lord  Chancellor  when  Vice-Chan- 
cellor.    In  that  case  the  testator  said :  "  I  give  all  my  3^  per 
Cents. ;"  and  it  was  there  said  he  only  intended  to  pass  the  3^  per 
Cents,  he  bad  when  lie  made  bis  will ;  but  he  more  th^n  trebled 
them  afterwards.    The  words  were  general,  and  the  Vice-Chan- 
oellor  there  applied  the  rule  I  do  here,  and  made  the  will  speak 
as  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  said :  *^  All  you  can  ask  is, 
what  3^  per  Cents,  he  had  at  the  time  of  his  death.    The  will 
speaks  from  the  time  of  his  death^  and  all  he  had  then  passed.'^ 

In  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Walker  (2)  the  testator,  having  acquired 
property  after  the  date  of  the  will,  said :  ^'  I  devise  the  lands  I 
have ;"  and  the  question  was,  whether  those  words  were  to  speak 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  will,  or  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  testator ;  and  it  was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  on 
the  broad  principles  of  common  sense,  and  in  accordance  with 
what  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  that  the  will  was  to 
speak  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  words,  "  the 
lands  which  I  have,"  meant  "  the  lands  I  have  at  the  time  of  my 
death,"  and  therefore  after-acquired  lands  passed.  Then  there  is  a 
case  which  has  been  a  good  deal  commented  upon,  the  case  of  Cole 
V.  Scott  (3),  and  which  came  iirst  before  Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell,  and 
afterwards  before  Lord  Cottenham.  I  argued  it  before  both  those 
learned  Judges.  I  was  at  the  time  entirely  dissatisfied  with  the 
result  of  the  decision,  and  I  am  equally  dissatisfied  now.  It  is 
not  necessary  for  me  to  go  into  it,  because  the  decision  entirely 
depended  on  a  word  which  is  not  to  be  found  in  this  will,  the  word 
**now."  In  Doe  v.  Walker  it  had  been  decided  that  the  words, 
''the  lands  which  I  have,"  passed  after-acquired  lands.  Lord 
Cottenham  came  to  a  contrary  conclusion,  namely,  that  "  the  lands 
which  I  now  have  "  meant  "  lands  which  I  have  at  the  date  of  the 

(1)  1  K.  &  J.  841.  (2)  12  M.  &  W.  591. 

(3)  1  Mac.  &  G.  518. 
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V.-C.  M,     will,"  and  did  not  pass  after-acquired  lands.    I  confess  I  am  totally 
1871       ftt  a  loss  to  see  the  distinction  between  the  expression  ^' lands 

J"*^  which  I  have  "  and  "  lands  which  I  now  have."  It  is  merely  a 
f .  differing  form  of  expression  applying  to  the  present  tense.  **  The 
'  lands  which  I  have  "  means  "  lands  which  I  now  have ;"  and  in 
both  cases  I  am  of  opinion,  on  principle,  that  Lord  CoUenham 
ought  to  have  applied  the  rule  that  the  will  is  to  speak  imme- 
diately before  the  death  of  the  testator.  As  the  testator  dies  he 
is  supposed  to  say,  **  I  give  all  the  lapds  I  now  have ;"  and  there- 
fore I  think  it  ought  to  have  passed  subsequently-acquired  lands. 
The  word  "  now  "  does  not  occur  here,  and  therefore  it  is  not  neces- 
sary for  me  to  decide  in  opposition  to  that  case ;  bat  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying  that  if  the  word  "  now  "  had  occurred  here,  I 
should  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion  that  I  now  do,  and 
decided  in  opposition  to  Cole  v.  Scott  (1),  in  order  that  the  case  might 
be  carried  further  if  the  parties  desired,  and  that  that  decision 
might  be  reconsidered.  In  the  meanwhile,  I  can  only  express  my 
dissent  from  it 

The  case  of  Webb  v.  Binff  (2),  decided  by  the  present  Lord 
Chancellor  when  Vice-Chancellor,  turned  upon  very  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances. The  words  in  the  will  were :  "  I  give  my  executors 
all  my  Quendon  HdU  estates  in  Essex,**  Upon  the  principle  I 
have  adverted  to,  I  take  it  to  be  quite  clear  that  every  addition 
the  testatrix  had  made  between  the  date  of  her  will  and  her  death 
to  the  Quendon  Hall  estates  ought  to  have  passed.  But  the 
description  was  a  very  inaccurate  one,  and  the  evidence,  in  my 
opinion,  totally  failed  to  shew  that  the  lands  she  afterwards 
acquired  were  an  addition  to  that  estate,  and  I  think  it  was  upon 
the  failure  of  the  evidence  to  prove  that  it  was  a  part  of  the  estate 
that  the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  entirely  proceeded,  be- 
cause in  so  many  other  cases  he  decided  that  after-acquired  pro- 
perty does  pass  by  a  general  description  in  a  will.  But  if  the 
intention  was  to  decide  in  that  case  that  any  additions  made  by 
the  testatrix  to  the  Quendon  Hall  estate,  between  the  date  of  her 
will  and  her  death,  did  not  pass,  I  should  most  respectfully  dis- 
sent from  that  conclusion.  I  cannot  help  thinking,  in  a  case  like 
this,  where  it  is  clear  beyond  all  doubt  that  these  lands  were  an 

(1)  1  Mac.  &  G.  518.  (2)  1  K.  &  J.  580. 
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addition  to  this  estate^  the  Lord  Chancellor  wonld  come  to  the     y.-0.  M. 
same  conclnsion  as  I  do,  that  all  additions  of  that  kind  to  that        I87i 
particular  estate  would  as  much  pass  by  the  description  as  if      Oabtlb 
they  had  been  in  the  possession  of  the  testator  at  the  date  of        ^^ox 
his  will.  

There  is  one  other  case  I  must  refer  to,  of  HugJies  v.  Hosking  (1), 
which  apparently,  at  first  sight,  is  opposed  to  Doe  v.  Walker  (2). 
But  I  think  it  is  perfectly  clear,  upon  looking  at  the  case,  that  it 
proceeded  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  particular  description  of 
the  thing  devised  in  the  original  will,  words  like  the  words,  "  I 
devise  my  house  No.  2,  Oroavenor  Square^'  or  " the  brown  mare  I 
bought  of  A.  B."  something  added  to,  or  limiting  it  to,  a  particular 
property ;  and  that  it  was  on  that  ground  the  case  was  decided, 
and  not  in  the  slightest  degree  in  opposition  to  the  decision  of  Doe 
V.  Walker. 

Upon  all  these  grounds,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  pro- 
perties subsequently  purchased  by  the  testator  were  additions  to 
the  Cleeve  Court  estate,  and  that  the  summons  taken  out  by  the 
eldest  son  of  the  testator  must  be  allowed ;  and  there  must  be  a 
declaration,  if  necessary,  that  all  those  subsequently-purchased 
lands  passed  by  the  devise  of  the  Cleeve  Court  estate  and  its 
appurtenances. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Torr^  Janetcay,  &  Co. 
Solicitors  for  some  of  the  Defendants:  Messrs.  Clarke^  Woodcoek, 
d  Byland. 
Solicitors  for  the  other  Defendants :  Messrs.  Bannister  <&  Fache. 

(1)  11  Moo.  P.  C.  1.  (2)  12  M.  &  W.  591. 
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V.-O.M.  TEACY  V.  OPEN  STOCK  EXCHANGE. 

1^  Practice-^BUl  of  Certiorari— Mayor's  Court— Removal  of  Suit 


Dec,  22. 

Where  a  suit  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  was  removed  by  writ  of  certiorari 

1871 

^^J^  into  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  where  it  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  hill 

Jan,  11.  in  the  Mayor's  Court  that  some  of  the  Plaintiffs  were  out  of  the  jurisdictioa 

~~~  of  that  Courc,  an  order  was  made  ex  parte,  without  further  evidence  tliat  the 

suit  in  the  Mayor's  Court  be  retained  in  this  Court. 

An  order  was  also  made  in  the  suit  from  the  Mayor's  Conrt  that  the 

Registrar  of  that  Court  might  be  at  liberty  to  pay  over  to  the  credit  of  the 

cause  in  this  Court  the  money  paid  into  the  Mayor's  Court. 

(JN  the  22nd  of  August,  1870,  the  Defendants  to  this  suit  filed 
a  bill  in  tlie  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  entitled  Billing  v.  Traey^ 
against  the  Plaintiffs,  praying  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  be  re- 
strained from  parting  with  certain  securities,  and  that  they  might 
be  ordered  to  deliver  such  securities  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  that  suit 
upon  payment  of  certain  sums  therein  mentioned.  Several  orders 
had  been  made  in  that  suit. 

This  bill  of  certiorari  was  filed  by  Dowdeswell  Tracy,  Auffusttis 
Tracy,  and  Thomas  McAnally,  Defendants  to  the  suit  in  the  Lord 
Mayor's  Court,  against  the  Open  Stock  Exchange  and  three  other 
Defendants,  praying  that  a  writ  of  certiorari  be  directed  to  tlie 
Lord  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  the  City  of  London,  commanding 
them  to  certify  and  remove  the  cause  of  Billing  v.  Tracy,  which 
had  been  so  filed  against  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  Lord  Mayor  s 
Court,  with  the  process  and  all  proceedings  thereon,  into  this 
Court. 

On  the  12th  of  December  last,  upon  a  motion  made  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor  by  Mr.  Biggins  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs,  an 
order  was  made  in  the  terms  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  20th  section  of  the  Mayor's  Court  of  London 
Procedure  Act  (Local)  (20  &  21  Vict  c.  clvii.). 


Dec.  22.    Mr.  Biggins  moved  that  the  writ  of  cerHorari,  the 
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Tetum  to  the  writ  by  the  Mayor's  Court,  and  the  proceedings  in     v.-C.  M. 
that  Court,  might  be  filed  on  the  record  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,       1870 
and  also  that  the  suit  of  Billing  v.  Tracy  might  be  retained  in       Tract 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  on  the  ground  that  it  appeared  by  the  bill  opkh^Stock 
in  the  Mayor's  Court  that  three  of  the  four  Plaintiffs  in  that  suit    Exchanqe. 
were  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  that  Court    A  similar 
order  had  been  made  by  Vice-Chancellor  James  on  the  20th  of 
July,  1869,  in  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Hey,  where  it  appeared  on  the 
isce  of  the  bill  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  that  some  of  the  parties 
were  out  of  the  jurisdiction ;  and  thus  the  old  practice,  that  the 
Plaintiffs,  upon  obtaining  the  writ  of  certiorari,  should  give  an 
undertaking  that  they  would  justify  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  was 
rendered  unnecessary. 

Sir  B.  Malins,  V.C,  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of 
JoThes  V.  J3fey,  made  an  order  ex  parte  in  the  following  terms : — 
That  the  said  writ  and  the  proceedings  returned  therewith 
from  the  Mayor's  Court  of  the  City  of  London  in  a  suit  of 
Billing  v.  Tracy,  instituted  in  that  Court  by  the  Defendants 
against  the  Plaintiffs,  be  filed  on  the  record  of  this  Court.  And 
it  appearing  by  the  bill  filed  in  the  said  Mayor's  Court  that 
the  Plaintiffs,  F.  Billing,  O.  W.  Hayne,  and  G.  F.  Hayne,  are 
resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  that  Court,  this  Court  doth 
order  that  the  said  suit  of  Billing  v.  Tracy  be  retained  in  this 
Court 


Jan.  11.  Mr.  Higgins  now  moved  in  the  suit  of  Billing  v.  }^'[\ 
Tracy,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  to  that  suit  (the  Plaintiffs  in 
Tracy  v.  Open  Stock  Exchange),  that  WoocUhorpe  Brandon,  Esq., 
the  Begistrar  of  the  Mayor's  Court,  might  be  at  liberty,  on 
or  before  the  31st  of  January,  1871,  to  pay  into  the  bank,  to 
the  credit  of  this  cause,  the  sum  of  £7050,  being  the  amount 
paid  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  Billing  v.  Tracy  into  the  said  Mayor's 
Court  on  the  27th  of  August,  1870,  pursuant  to  an  order  of  that 
Court;  and  that  the  said  sum  of  £7050,  when  so  paid  in,  and 
interest  thereon,  might  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  Beduced 
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V.c.  M.     Annuities^  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant-General,  in  trust  in  this 
1871       cause. 


Tbaoy 

«.  Mr.  Stdllard,  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  Billing  v.  Tracy,  consented  to 

Ex^S  the  terms  of  the  motion. 

The  Vioe-Chancellob  made  the  order. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Mr.  J.  Tucker. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Tathams,  Curling,  Walls, 
d  Pym. 
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In  re  EDDELS'  TEUSTS.  V.-O.  B. 

1871 
Will — Devise  of  Realty — Equitable  Bemainder — Failure  of  Life  Estate —  .^.^-^ 

Intermediate  Bents — Besidue,  Feb,  18,  25. 

Testator  devised  a  freehold  house  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust 
'*  to  permit  and  suffer  or  sufficiently  authorize  and  empower  "  his  wife  "  to 
receive  and  take  "  the  rents  for  her  separate  use;  and  after  her  decease  upon 
similar  trusts  in  favour  of  his  niece  E,  W.;  and  from  and  after  her  de- 
cease to  stand  seised  of  the  same  house  upon  trust  for  all  or  such  one  or 
more  of  her  children  or  child  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in 
default  (which  happened)  of  appointment,  upon  trust  for  all  and  every  the 
child  and  children  of  E.  IT'".,  "  who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  shall  attain  that 
age  or  be  sooner  married ;  if  more  than  one,  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in 
common  **  .  .  .  but  if  no  child  of  E,  W,  should  "  live  to  attain  a  vested 
interest  in"  the  premises,  the  house  was  to  fall  into  his  residuary  real  estate. 
The  will  gave  to  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  power,  with  the  consent  of 
the  wife  during  her  life,  to  lease  the  house. 

After  the  testator's  death,  his  wife  entered  into  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the 
house ;  and  after  her  death  E,  W.  entered  into  receipt  of  the  rents,  and  so 
continued  until  her  death  in  1861.  Her  only  child,  a  daughter,  attained 
twenty-one  in  1870 : — 

Held,  that  the  remainder  to  the  daughter  of  E,  W,  was  an  equitable 
remainder,  and  consequently  did  not  fail,  although  the  preceding  life  estate 
failed  before  she  attained  twenty-one  : 

Heldy  further,  that  the  intermediate  rents  of  the  house  fell  into  the 
residuary  real  estate. 

BUey  y.  Gamett  (1)  not  followed. 

Nathaniel  keen  EDDELS,  by  his  wUl,  dated  the  5th  of 
June,  1848,  after  directing  payment  of  his  debts,  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses,  and  making  several  specific  and  pecuniary 
bequests,  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  unto  Benjamin  Povlson 
and  Samuel  Hemming  (since  deceased),  a  freehold  house.  No.  153, 
Whitechapel  Roadj  Middlesex,  another  freehold  house  in  the  borough 
of  Stroudwater.  in  the  county  of  Oloucester,  all  his  money  or  stock 
in  the  New  £3J  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities,  and  in  the  annuities  for 
terms  of  years,  and  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  to  hold  **unto 
them'*  and  the  survivor  of  them,  "his  heirs  and  assigns, according 

(1)  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  629. 


Kddbl's 
Tbusts. 
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Y.-C.  B.  to  the  natare  and  quality  thereof,  and  my  estate  and  interest 
1871  therein,"  upon  trust,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his 
In  re  decease,  to  get  in  and  convert  such  part  of  the  personal  estate  as 
should  not  consist  of  money,  or  money  in  the  public  stocks  or 
funds,  and  invest  the  same,  or  such  part  thereof  as  it  should  not  be 
necessary  to  apply  in  payment  of  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses  and  legacies,  in  some  or  one  of  the  public  stocks  or 
funds ;  "  and  upon  further  trust  to  permit  and  suflTer  or  sufficiently 
authorize  and  empower  my  said  wife  to  receive  and  take  '*  the  rents 
and  annual  proceeds  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  '*  for  her  own 
sole  and  separate  use,"  and  for  which  her  receipt  should  be  a  good 
discharge ;  and  he  directed  and  declared  that  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  his  wife,  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of 
that  his  will  should  stand  seised  of  his  house  in  the  Whiteehapd 
Boad,  upon  trust  *'  to  permit  and  suffer  and  sufficiently  to  autho- 
rize and  empower  "  his  niece  Eliza  Wakefield  "  to  receive  and  take  " 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof  for  her  life,  free  from  the  debts, 
control,  or  engagements  of  any  husband,  her  receipts  to  be  good 
discharges ;  and  he  directed  and  declared  that,  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  Eliza  WdkefiAd^  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time 
being  of  that  liis  will  should  stand  seised  of  the  same  house  upon 
trust  for  all  or  such  one  or  more,  exclusively  of  the  children  or 
child  of  the  said  Eliza  Wakefiddy  as  she,  notwithstanding  coverture, 
should  by  deed  or  will  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment, and  so  far  as  any  such  appointment  should  not  extend,  as 
follows : — 

'*  Upon  trust  for  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  the  said 
Eliza  Wakefield  who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  or,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  shall  attain 
that  age  or  be  sooner  married ;  if  more  than  one,  in  equal  shares 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  for  the  absolute 
benefit  of  such  child  or  children  respectively ;  but  if  there  shall  be 
no  such  child  of  the  said  Eliza  Wakefield  who  shall  live  to  attain  a 
vested  interest  in  the  said  last-mentioned  trust  premises  under  the 
trusts  hereinbefore  lastly  contained,  I  do  hereby  direct  that  the 
said  last-mentioned  freehold  messuage  or  tenement,  with  the  appur- 
tenances thereunto  belonging,  shall  fall  into  and  form  part  of  my 
rcbiduary  real  and  personal  estate." 
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And  ^^  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  real  and     Y.-O.  B. 
personal  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  that  I  shall  be  seised        1871 
or  possessed  of,  interested  in,  or  entitled  to  at  the  time  of  my       j„  ^.^ 
decease,  not  hereinbefore  specifically  disposed  of,"  testator  gave  the     ^uSre 

same  to  his  brother  James  Creed  Eddeh  and  Samuel  Hemming        

aforesaid,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  abso- 
lutely, in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common.  The  will  contained 
the  following  clause: — 

"  Provided  always,  and  I  hereby  further  declare,  that  it  shall 
and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  my  trustees,  with  the  consent  and 
concurrence  of  my  said  wife,  during  her  life,  by  indenture  or 
indentures,  to  demise  or  lease  my  said  freehold  messuage  or  tene« 
ment,  No.  153,  Whiiecliapd  Road  aforesaid,  to  any  person  or  per- 
sons for  any  term  or  number  of  years  not  exceeding  twenty-one,  in 
possession  and  not  in  reversion,  at  the  best  and  most  improved 
yearly  rent  or  rents  that  can  reasonably  be  had  or  gotten  for  the 
same,  without  taking  any  fine  or  premium  for  the  making  thereof, 
so  that  there  be  contained  in  every  such  lease  a  clause  in  the 
nature  of  a  condition  for  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  rent  thereby 
to  be  reserved,  and  so  that  the  lessee  or  lessees  thereof  be  not  dis- 
punishable for  waste,  and  so  that  every  such  lessee  or  lessees  do 
execute  a  counterpart  of  every  such  leasee." 

The  testator  appointed  his  wife,  Sarah  Eddds,  Benjamin  Paulson, 
and  Samuel  Hemming  his  executors.  He  died  on  the  8th  of  June, 
1849,  and  the  will  was  proved  by  Paulson  and  Hemming  alone, 
SaraJi  Eddds  having  renounced. 

Upon  the  testator's  death,  Sarah  Eddels  went  into  and  remained 
in  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  freehold  house  until  her 
death,  on  the  4th  of  August,  1858. 

Thereupon  Eliza  Wakefield,  who  bad  married  Thomas  Freude- 
maeher,  went  into  and  remained  in  receipt  of  the  same  rents  and 
profits  until  her  death,  which  took  place  on  the  10th  of  January, 
1861,  without  her  having  made  a  will,  or  exercised  the  power  of 
appointment  in  any  way.  She  had  issue  of  her  marriage  with 
Thomas  Freudemacher  one  child  only,  Eliza  Sarah,  now  living, 
who  was  bom  on  the  16th  of  May,  1849,  and  was  hitherto 
unmarried. 

Since  the  death  of  Eliza  Freudemacher,  Benjamin  Paulson,  the 
Tou  XL  2U  2 
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V.-O.  B.  surviving  executor  of  the  will,  had  received  the  rents,  and  invested 
1871  them  and  the  dividends  arising  from  the  investments  from  time  to 
ju  f^       time  ID  £3  per  Cent,  stock. 

iSum!  *^^  Freudemaehery  having,  on  the  16th  of  May,  1870,  attained 
—  twenty-one,  applied  to  Poulson  to  pay  her  the  above  accumulations, 
whereupon  Pouhon  paid  a  sum  of  £656  1b.  Qd.  cash,  representing 
the  balance  of  such  amount,  into  Court,  to  an  account  intituled 
"  An  account  of  money  received  in  respect  of  the  rents  of  the 
testator's  freehold  house,  153,  Whitechapel Boad" 

This  Petition  was  then  presented  by  Elizabeth  Bemming^  repre- 
senting Samuel  Hemming,  one  of  the  residuary  devisees  of  the 
testator's  will,  and  by  Clara  Elissaheth  Johnson,  Emma  WUmot 
Eddels,  Thirza  Eddds,  and  Arthur  Eddeb,  representing  James 
Creed  Eddels,  the  other  residuary  devisee,  in  the  matter  of  the 
trusts  of  the  will,  the  account  above-mentioned,  and  of  the  Trustee 
Belief  Act y  stating  that  doubts  had  arisen  as  to  whether  the  accumu- 
lations belonged  to  Miss  Freudem>acher,  or  fell  into  the  residue ; 
and  prayed  that,  after  taxation  and  payment  of  costs,  one-half  of 
the  residue  of  the  fund  might  be  paid  to  the  first  Petitioner,  and 
that  the  other  half  might  be  divided  into  fourths,  and  paid  to  or 
for  the  benefit  of  the  last  four  Petitioners. 

The  Eespondents  to  the  Petition  were  Eliza  Sarah  Freude- 
maeher,  Benjamin  Poulson,  Charles,  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Johnson, 
and  Emma  Marina  Eddels,  the  mother  and  next  friend  of  the  last- 
named  Petitioner,  who  was  an  infant. 

Mr.  Karslahe,  Q-C,  and  Mr.  W.  Haughton,  for  the  Peti- 
tioners : — 

Either  the  legal  estate  is  not  in  the  trustees,  in  which  case  the 
limitation  in  default  of  appointment  to  the  children  and  (^ild 
of  Eliza  Wakefield  was  a  legal  contingent  remainder,  which,  in 
the  event  which  has  happened,  has  failed  by  reason  of  the  failure 
of  the  particular  estate  of  freehold ;  or  the  legal  estate  is  in  the 
trustees  (as  we  contend  it  is),  in  which  case  the  remainder,  being 
equitable,  does  not  fail ;  but,  nevertheless,  we  submit  that  the  inter- 
mediate rents,  until  Miss  Fh'eudemaeher  attained  twenty-one,  fSodl 
into  the  residue,  as  being  undisposed  ofl 

In  support  of  the  latter  proposition  the  authorities  are :  Festing 


VOL.  XI.] 


EQUITY  CASES. 


563 


T,  Allen  (1) ;    Browne  v.  Brovme  (2) ;   Holmes  v.  Preseott  (3) 
Hodgson  v.  Lord  Bective  (4) ;  CourUess  of  Bective  v.  Hodgson  (5) 
Perceval  v.  Perceval  (6) ;  TTiZfe  v.  TFiZfe  (7) ;  LeaJce  v.  Robinson  (8) 
jB«//  v.  Pritchard  (9) ;  ^et(;ma»  v.  ^e«?mait  (10) ;  jPfearTie's  Con- 
tingent Remainders  (11),  referring  to  Elie  v.  Osborne  (12). 

Mr.  Katfy  Q.C.|  and  Mr.  JoUiffe,  for  the  Respondent,  JEZm  S. 
JFreudemaeher : — 

It  must  be  conceded  that,  if  this  limitation  was  a  legal  contingent 
remainder,  it  has  failed,  and  that  we  cannot  claim  these  rents. 

Bat  it  is  clear  that  the  legal  estate  is  in  the  trustees.  The  life 
-estates  are  for  the  separate  use  of  the  married  women  for  their 
lives;  therefore  the  trustees  have  the  legal  estate.  Then  there 
is  the  power  (not  to  appoint  by  way  of  demise,  but)  to  lease.  These 
^circumstances  are  sufficient. 

That  being  so,  the  remainder  does  not  fail ;  and  as  to  the  inter- 
mediate rents,  the  case  is  precisely  within  Biley  v.  Oarnett  (13). 

In  Festing  y.  AUen  there  was  no  question  of  intermediate  rents ; 
the  question  only  was  whether  the  remainder  was  vested  or  contin- 
gent. In  Brovme  v.  Browne  the  sole  question  was,  M'hether  or  not 
jFestingY.AUen  was  rightly  decided.  In  Holmes  v.  PrescoU  there 
was  the  peculiarity  that  the  rents  of  the  leaseholds  were  limited  as 
the  rents  of  the  freeholds  were  to  go ;  and  as  the  Court  could  not 
give  the  intermediate  rents  of  the  freeholds,  because  the  legal  con- 
tingent remainder  had  failed,  they  felt  bound  to  come  to  the  same 
-decision  as  to  the  rents  of  the  leaseholds.  WiUs  v.  WiUs  was  a 
gift  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  convey  to  the  person  who,  at  the 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  should  be  the  second  son  of  somebody ; 
^nd  as  no  one  could  possibly  say  till  the  moment  arrived  that  he 
would  be  such  second  son,  the  gift  of  the  intermediate  rents  was 
necessarily  held  to  be  contingent.  Countess  of  Bective  v.  Hodgson^  as 
appears  from  Lord  Chancellor  If^isaftwry's  judgment  (14),  was  decided 
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(1)  12  M.  &  W.  279. 

(2)  3  Sm.  &  GiflF.  568. 

(3)  12  W.  R.  636. 

(4)  1  H.  &  M.  376. 
(6)  10  H.  L.  C.  656. 
(6)  Law  Eep.  9  Eq.  886. 
<7)  1  D.  &  War.  439. 


(8)  2  Mer.  363. 

(9)  5  Hare,  567. 

(10)  10  Sim.  51. 

(11)  lOth  Ed.  p.  282. 

(12)  2  Vera,  754 ;  1  P.  Wms.  987. 

(13)  8  De  G.  &  Sm.  629. 

(14)  10  a  L.  C.  666. 
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V.-C.  B,  on  the  old  feudal  principle,  that  the  fee  can  never  be  in  abeyance^ 

1S71  Here  the  fee  is  in  the  trustees  throughout. 

jn  re  The  enactment  contained  in  the  31st  section  of  the  WSh  Act 

TRum!  (1  ^^^*-  ^-  26)  is  suflBcient  to  vest  the  legal  estate  in  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Kar$lake^  in  reply  : — 

Whether  the  limitations  for  life  be  legal  or  equitable  is  im- 
material. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said  he  should  consider  it  part  of  liis 
duty  to  decide  that  point. 

Mr.  Kardake: — ^That  the  legal  estate  was  in  the  trustees  during^ 
the  lives  of  the  tenants  for  life  must  be  admitted.  But  can  it 
be  said  that  the  "  purposes  "  of  this  trust  have  "  continued  "  beyond 
the  lives  of  the  tenants  for  life,  within  the  meaning  of  the  31st 
section  of  the  WiUs  Act  ?  I  submit  that  they  have  not,  but  that 
the  estate  was  determined  '*  when  the  purposes  of  the  trust  were 
satisfied/'  L  e.,  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  FreudemacJier. 

The  power  of  leasing  is  a  bare  power  without  an  estate. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — Do  you  limit  the  power  of  leasing  to 
the  life  of  the  widow  ? 

Mr.  Kardake : — I  am  not  driven  to  contend  for  that :  Doe  r. 
Cafe  (1) ;  Lewin  on  Trusts  (2)  ;  Jarman  on  Wills  (3). 

But  if  it  be  otherwise,  then  I  say  Rihy  v.  Qamett  (4)  is  virtually 
overruled  by  Holmes  v.  PrescoU  (5),  and  Countess  of  Beetive  v. 
Hodgson  (6). 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

The  questions  which  are  raised  in  this  case  are  two.  The  first 
is,  whether  a  remainder  contingent  on  the  attainment  of  twenty- 
one,  fails  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  before  the 
person  entitled  in  remainder  attained  twenty-one ;  and  the  other 
relates  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  a  certain  freehold  house,  which 

(1)  7  Ex.  675.  (4)  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  629. 

(2)  5th  Ed.  p.  180.  (6)  12  W.  R.  636. 

(3)  3rd  Ed.  vol.  ii.  p.  281.  (6)  10  H.  L.  a  656: 
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■accrued  during  the  period  between  the  death  of  the  last  tenant     v.-O.  B. 
for  life  and  the  attaining  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  by  the  person        isti 
i^ho,  if  the  remainder  was  preserved,  would  be  entitled  to  the  house.       "j^e 
The  question  arises  on  the  will  of  Nathaniel  Keen  Eddds,  who,  by  his     Eddel's 

will,  deyises  a  certain  messuage  in  the  Whitechapd  Boad  to  trus-       ' 

4«es,  upon  trust  to  authorize  his  wife,  Sarah  Eddeh,  to  receive  the 
rents  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease,  to  authorize  his  niece, 
Eliza  Wakefield,  to  i  receive  the  rents  during  her  life ;  and  he 
directed  and  declared  that  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said 
Eliza  WaJcefisld: — [His  Honour  read  the  clauses  set  out  above,  and 
also  the  residuary  devise  and  bequest.] 

Now,  the  events  which  have  happened  are :  the  testator's  wife 
.survived  him,  and  upon  her  death  Eliza  Wakefield,  the  niece,  who 
had  intermarried  with  Thomas  FreudemacheVy  entered  into  pos- 
session of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  freehold  house,  and  con- 
tinued so  until  her  death  in  January,  1861.  Of  Eliza  Wakefield's 
marriage  with  Thomas  Frevdemacher  there  was  only  one  child, 
Eliza  Sarah  Freudemacher,  who  was  born  in  May,  1849,  and  is  still 
living,  and  a  spinster. 

The  Petition  states  that  there  was  no  exercise  by  Mrs.  Freitde- 
macher  of  the  power  of  appointment  of  which  she  was  possessed 
under  the  testator's  will. 

The  trustees  having  received  the  rents  during  the  interval  be- 
tween the  death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life,  Mrs.  Freudemacher,  and 
the  attaining  twenty-one  of  the  present  spinster,  Eliza  Sarah 
Freudemacher,  a  question  (which  the  Petition  states)  arose  as  to 
whether  the  accumulations  belong  to  Eliza  Sarah  Freudemacher, 
or  whether  they  form  part  of  the  produce  of  the  testator's  residuary 
real  estate. 

The  Petition  states  the  title  of  the  Petitioners,  upon  which  I 
need  not  dwell :  it  seems  to  be  sufficiently  clear  as  to  the  persons 
who  would  be  entitled  to  the  residuary  real  and  personal  estate. 

The  Petition  is  presented  by  these  persons  (the  trustees  having 
paid  the  accumulated  rents  in  their  hands  into  Court  under  the 
Trustee  Belief  Act),  and  they  state  the  questions  in  this  way :  "  Your 
Petitioners  submit  that  the  interest  of  the  said  Eliza  Sarah 
Freudemacher  in  the  said  freehold  messuage  under  the  will  of  the 
testator,  Nathaniel  Keen  Eddds,  was  a  contingent  remainder,  which 
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V.-C.  B.  failed  by  reason  of  the  said  Eliza  Sarah  Freudemacher  not  baying^ 

1871  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  at  the  death  of  her  mother; 

^J^  or  that,  if  the  said  Eliza  Sarah  Freudemacher  is  entitled  to  any 

Eddel's  estate  therein,  such  estate  did  not  vest  until  she  attained  the  said 

Trusts,  ' 

—        age ;  and  that  the  Petitioners,  claiming  under  the  will  of  the  said 

Nathaniel  Keen  Eddels,  are  entitled  to  the  fund  in  Court  in  the 

proportions  which  are  there  mentioned." 

If  the  case  was  not  governed,  as  I  conceive  it  is,  by  decisioDS,. 
there  might  be  a  good  deal  said,  perhaps,  in  favour  of  the  claim  of 
Eliza  Sarah  Freudemaeher.  That  it  was  the  wish  of  the  testator 
that  she  should  possess  the  house  and  all  that  belonged  to  it,  or 
arose  out  of  it,  nobody  can  well  doubt  for  a  moment. 

If  I  were  at  liberty  to  follow  the  case  of  Biletf  v.  Oamett  {1\ 
before  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Brttce,  which  was  cited  by  Mr.  Kay, 
the  law  would  seem  to  be  clearly  in  her  favour.  There  are,  how- 
ever, those  other  cases  which  were  mentioned,  of  Countess  of  Bective 
y.  Hodgson  (2)  and  Holmes  v.  Preseott  (3),  in  which  the  very  point 
was  clearly  decided ;  and  decided  after  deliberate  consideratioii 
and  examination  of  all  the  cases,  which  were  numerous,  which  had 
preceded  them. 

After  the  decision  in  Holmes  v.  Preseott,  I  do  not  feel  myself  at 
liberty  to  depart  from  the  rule  which  I  find  there  established ;  and,, 
there  being  no  gift  of  the  intermediate  rents,  they  must  of  necessity 
fall  into  the  residue.  That  the  contingent  remainder  was  a  pe^ 
fectly  good  remainder  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt.  The  con* 
trary  was  scarcely  argued.  Mr.  Karslahe,  indeed,  rather  refrained 
from  arguing  it. 

If  a  literal  construction  of  the  will  be  resorted  to,  without 
reference  to  any  decision,  then  perhaps  it  would  be  hard  to  say 
the  testator  has  given  anything  but  the  house  to  Eliza  Sarah 
Freudemacher,  or  has  given  that  to  her  absolutely  until  the  day 
on  which  she  attained  twenty-one.  If  that  be  so,  then  the  inter- 
mediate rents  must  of  necessity  fall  into  the  residue.  I  thinly 
according  to  the  decisions  in  the  two  cases  I  have  mentioned,  that 
is  the  clear  rule  of  law  there  established. 

I  hold,  therefore,  that  the  prayer  of  the  Petition,  which  aslcs 

(1)  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  629.  (2)  1  H.  &  M.  376 ;  10  H.  L.  C.  656. 

(3)  12  W.  B.  636. 


The  following  are  minutes  of  the  order : — 

This  Courts  being  of  opinion  that  the  trust  by  the  said  will  of  the  said  testator, 
Nathaniel  Keen  Eddels,  in  favour  of  the  child  and  children  of  Eliza  Freudemacher^ 
in  the  said  will  called  Eliza  Wakefield^  who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  &c.  (reciting  the 
limitation),  was  not  defeated  or  destroyed  by  the  death  of  the  said  Eliza  Freude- 
macher  before  the  Respondent  Eliza  Sarah  FreudeTnacher^  the  only  child  of  the 
said  Eliza  Freudemachery  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  such  trust  being 
supported  by  the  estate  of  the  trustee  of  the  said  will : 

But  being  also  of  opinion  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  messuage  and  pre- 
misesy  No.  153,  Whitechapel  JRoad,  which  accrued  during  the  minority  of  the  said 
Eliza  Sarah  Freudemacher,  did  not  pass  to  her  on  attaining  the  said  age,  but  form 
part  of  the  residuary  real  estate  of  the  said  testator : 

Doth  order,  &c. 

Solicitor  for  the  Petitioners :  Mr.  William  Shearman. 
Solicitors  for  Miss  Freudemacher :  Messrs.  HiUearya  &  TunstdH. 
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for  a  division  of  these  accumulated  rents  between  the  persons  y.-O.B. 
entitled,  as  stated  in  the  Petition,  under  the  residuary  bequest,       isn 
must  be  acceded  to ;  and  the  order  must  be  in  the  terms  of  that       ^J^ 

prayer.  Eddbl's 

Mr.  Kay  asked  the  Court  to  make  a  declaration  that  the  gift  in 
remainder  of  the  house  did  not  flGol. 

Mr.  Earslake  submitted  whether  the  point  was  before  the 
Court. 

The  Vice-Chaiioellob: — ^I  think  that  the  parties  who  have  a 
right  to  raise  the  question  have  raised  it  by  this  Petition ;  and 
they  have  asked  for  a  decision  on  this  as  one  of  the  two  points 
which  they  have  submitted  to  the  Court. 

Therefore,  I  do  not  hesitate  to  declare  that  the  house  belonged 
to  Miza  Sarah  Freudemacher  on  her  attaining  twenty-one,  but 
that  the  intermediate  rents  fall  into  the  residue. 

The  costs  of  all  parties,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  will  come 
out  of  the  fund. 
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V.^.  B.      EARL  ST.  GEEMANS  v.  CRYSTAL  PALACE  RAILWAY 
1871  COMPANY. 


MarehA.       Vendor  and  Purchoier — Railway  Company — Line  "  worked  and  maintained  "• 

by  another  Company  under  Resdution  of  Directors — Unpaid  Vendor's  Rights 
— London,  Chatham^  and  Dover  Railway  (^ArhitixUion)  Act^  1869  (32  A  33 
Vict.  c.  cxvt.). 

By  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  (^Arhitration)  Ad,  1869» 
amongst  the  matters  (sect  17)  referred  to  the  arbitrators  were,  the  legal  and 
equitable  rights  and  interests  of  companies  whose  lines  were  worked  bj  the 
company,  the  rights  of  any  persons  having  or  claiming  any  lien  upon  any 
lands  in  which  the  company  were  interested,  and  all  matters  in  question  in 
all  suits  in  which  the  company  were  parties ;  and  it  was  enacted  that  the 
powers  of  the  arbitrators  should  extend  to  ascertain  and  determine  the 
matters  aforesaid.  It  was  also  enacted  (sect.  18)  that  the  Crystal  Palace 
Railway  should  be  "  worked  and  maintained  ^  by  the  company  "  as  an  inte- 
gral part  of  the  company's  imdertaking  ;*'  tliat  certain  half-yearly  payments 
should  be  made  to  the  Crystal  Palace  Railway  Company,  and  that  such 
payments,  and  the  property  of  the  Crystal  Palace  Railway  Company,  should 
be  subject,  *'  as  respected  the  creditors  of  that  company,  to  the  same  rights 
and  remedies  as  could  now  be  enforced  against  the  tolls  and  property  of  that 
company." 

At  this  date  the  London,  CJiatham,  and  Dover  Railway  Company  wero 
working  the  Crystal  Palace  Railway  line  under  a  resolution  of  their  own 
directors,  without  any  lease  or  agreement ;  and  a  suit  was  pending  against 
both  companies  by  an  unpaid  vendor  of  lands  of  which  possession  had  been 
taken  by  the  Crystal  Palace  Company  in  1864  and  1865,  and  upon  (lart  of 
which  the  line  had  been  constructed.  In  this  suit  the  London,  Chatham^ 
and  Dover  Company  (who  were  made  co-Defendants  by  amendment)  had 
answered,  pleading  that  they  were  unnecessary  parties ;  but  at  the  hearing, 
in  March,  1868,  it  was  declared  that,  upon  default  of  payment  within  one 
month  by  the  Crystal  Palace  Compatiy  o(  wYoii  should  be  certified  to  be  due, 
the  Plaintiffs  would  be  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  lands  against  both  companies. 
Default  was  made  by  the  Crystal  Palace  Company,  and  shortly  afterwards 
proceedings  in  the  suit  were,  by  the  arbitrator's  first  award,  stayed  as 
against  the  London,  Chaiham,  and  Dover  Company  only. 

Upon  Petition  by  the  Plainti£fs,  praying  that  the  amount  due  under  the 
above  order  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  might  be  raised  by  a  sale  of  the 
lands,  and  in  the  meantime  for  an  injunction  and  receiver,  and  other  relief: — 

Held,  that  the  Arbitration  Act  did  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the 
Petitioners ;  and  order  made  as  prayed. 

Petition. 

In  1863  the  Crystal  Palace  and  Souih  London  Junction  EaUway 
Company  gave  to  the  Earl  of  St.  Germans  notice  to  treat  for  a 
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piece  of  land  contahuDg  2a.  Or.  2p.,  or  thereabouts,  at  Lewiiham,     V.-O.  B. 
of  which  the  Earl  was  tenant  for  life  under  a  settlement,  dated  in        1871 
1852,  which  contained  a  power  of  sale,  now  vested  in  James  Robert-       eabl 
son  Craufurd  as  trustee ;  and,  pending  negotiations  for  the  terms  ®^-  ^"^^-^^s 
of  purchase,  the  company,  being  desirous  of  entering  upon  the     Crybtal 
lands — ^the  Earl  not  consenting  to  such  entry — deposited  in  the  Railway  Co. 
bank,  under  the  85th  section  of  the  Lands  Glasses  Ad,  the  sum  of 
i>504,  the  sum  determined  to  be  the  yalue  in  fee  simple  of  the 
property  (subject  to  a  subsisting  lease).    They  also  gave  to  the 
Earl  a  bond  for  the  like  amount. 

On  the  4th  of  February,  1864,  the  company  entered  upon  the 
land. 

The  company  being  desirous  of  taking  other  land  of  which  the 
Earl  was  tenant  for  life,  for  the  purpose  of  connecting  their  line 
with  the  Ghreenwich  branch  of  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover 
Railway  Company y  in  anticipation  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  be 
obtained  for  that  purpose,  entered  into  an  agreement,  dated  the 
6th  of  March,  1864,  with  the  Earl,  whereby,  after  stating  that  it 
was  mutually  desired  that  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  and 
compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  company  for  the  land  originally 
taken  by  them,  as  above-mentioned,  should  be  determined  by  the 
sole  award  of  John  Glutton,  as  provided  by  the  Lands  Glauses  Act ; 
and  after  reciting  the  bill  above  referred  to,  then  pending  in  Par- 
liament, and  that  it  was  uncertain  what  quantity  of  land  would 
be  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  it  was  mutually  agreed 
that  the  price  per  acre  to  be  paid  by  the  company  for  taking  so 
much  land  as  might  be  required  by  them  should  be  determined 
by  the  sole  award  of  the  same  arbitrator,  to  be  made  at  the  same 
time  as  he  should  settle  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  the  original 
piece  of  land. 

The  bill  above  referred  to  was  passed;  and  Glutton,  by  his 
award,  dated  the  4th  of  August,  1864,  awarded  £610  as  the 
purchase-money  for  the  piece  of  land  originally  taken,  and  £1800 
as  the  amount  of  compensation  for  severance.  He  also  awarded 
£300  as  the  amount  per  acre  to  be  paid  for  such  laud  as  might  be 
required  for  the  purposes  of  the  last-mentioned  Act ;  and  further 
awarded  and  determined  that,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  ad- 
joining property  of  the  owner,  the  company  should  make  and 
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V.*0.  B.     maintain  a  convenient  bridge  over  the  railway^  of  specified  width , 
1871        and  that  the  making  of  such  bridge  should  be  commenced  on  or 
Eabl       before  the  25th  of  December,  1864,  and  be  erected  on  or  before 
St.  G1II1IA58  ^^  25th  of  December,  1865. 

h  OaTOTAL         T]je  quantity  of  land  required  by  the  company  tamed  out  to 
Bln^wAT  Co.  be  three  roods  and  three  perches,  and  the  amount  of  purchase- 
money  to  be  paid  for  the  same  was  £296  5& 

In  March,  1865,  the  company  entered  upon  the  second  piece  of 
land. 

The  line  was  opened  on  the  1st  of  August,  1865. 

The  company  not  having  paid  the  three  sums  of  £610,  £1300,. 
and  £296  58.,  and  not  having  commenced  the  accommodation 
works,  Earl  St.  Oermana  and  Mr.   Craufwdy  on  the   19th  of 
February,  1867,  filed  a  bill  against  the  Cryslal  Pdlaoe  BaUway 
Company,  stating  the  above  facts,'  that  possession  had  been  taken 
without  their  consent,  and  that  repeated  applications  had  been 
made  in  vain  for  payment ;  and  praying  for  specific  performance  of 
the  agreement,  by  payment  of  the  £2206  58.,  and  interest,  from  the 
respective   dates  of  entry;   for  construction  of  the  works;   for 
payment  out  to  the  Plaintiff  Craufurd  of  the  sum  of  £504  in  part 
discharge  of  the  sum  due ;  that  the  amount  unpaid  by  the  com- 
pany might  be  declared  to  be  a  lien  on  the  lands,  and  that,  if 
necessary,  the  same  might  be  enforced  or  realised  by  sale  or  other- 
wise ;  for  a  receiver  of  the  tolls  and  profits  of  the  undertaking, 
and  of  the  lands  and  revenues  of  the  company;  for  costs,  and 
further  relief. 

The  Defendants,  the  Crystal  Palace  Company,  answered  on  the 
12th  of  July,  1867,  admitting  that  they  were  in  possession,  but 
stating  that  their  line  was  worked,  and  the  rolling  stock  provided 
by,  the  London,  Chaiham,  and  Dover  Bailway  Company,  and  sub- 
mitting whether  the  last-named  company  ought  not  to  be  made 
parties  to  the  suit. 

On  the  28rd  of  October,  1867,  the  bill  was  amended  by  making 
the  London,  Chaiham,  and  Dover  Company  co-Defendants ;  stating 
that  the  undertaking  was  vested  in  the  last-named  company,  or 
that  the  last-named  company  were  otherwise  interested  in  the 
matters  in  question,  and  were  necessary  parties ;  and  praying  the 
same  relief  as  before  against  both  companies. 
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On  the  24th  of  December,  1867,  the  London,  Chatham,  and    V.O.  B. 
Dover  Company  answered,  stating  that  under  the  authority  of  a        1871 
resolution  passed  by  a  committee  of  directors,  the  company  con-       e^bl 
sented  to  work,  and  had  ever  since  July,  1865,  worked,  and  were  ®^-  ^■^-^^ 
then  working,  the  Crystal  Fdlace  line,  so  far  as  such  line  was  com-     Crystal 
pleted,  and  that  the  tolls  and  rates  arising  from  the  traffic  of  the  Bailwat  Co. 
line  were  received  by  them,  and  the  balance,  if  any,  after  payment       ""^ 
of  working  and  other  expenses,  would  be  payable  to  the  Crystal 
Palace  BaUtoay  Company;  that,  other  than  the  above  mentioned 
resolution,  there  was  no  subsisting  agreement  between  the  two 
companies  as  to  the  working  of  the  line ;  and  that  they  had  never 
in  any  way  recognised  or  adopted  the  award.    They  insisted  that 
'^  the  Flaintififs  are  not  entitled,  as  against  us,  to  any  part  of  the 
relief  prayed  by  their  bill,  and  that  we  are  altogether  unnecessary 
parties  to  this  suit." 

The  cause  came  on  upon  motion  for  decree  before  Lord  Justice 
(then  Yice-Chancellor)  James,  on  the  17th  of  March,  1868 ;  and 
the  Court  declared  that  the  agreement  ought  to  be  specifically 
performed,  and  ordered  and  decreed  the  same  accordingly;  and 
the  Defendants  declaring  themselves  content  with  the  title,  it  was 
ordered  that  the  £504  cash  should  be  paid  out  to  the  Plaintiff 
OraufiMrd  as  trustee,  that  an  account  be  taken  of  what  was  due 
to  the  Plaintiffs  for  principal  and  interest  at  £5  per  cent,  from  the 
days  of  entry,  and  that  £5  per  cent  should  be  computed  on  the 
sum  of  £504  up  to  the  day  of  payment  out,  and  on  the  balance  of 
principal  moneys  up  to  the  day  of  payment ;  that  the  Plaintiffs' 
costs  should  be  taxed,  and  the  sum  of  £504  deducted  from  what 
should  appear  to  be  due,  and  the  balance  certified;  that  the 
balance  be  paid  by  the  Crystal  Palace  Bailway  Company  within 
one  month  of  the  certificate,  and  thereupon  a  conveyance  executed. 
In  default  of  such  payment,  the  Court  declared  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs would  be  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  said  hereditaments,  '*  both 
against  the  Defendants  the  Crystal  Palace  Railway  Company,  and 
the  Defendants  the  London,  Cheatham,  and  Dover  Company^*  for 
what  should  be  certified  to  be  due ;  with  liberty  to  the  Plaintiffs 
to  apply  in  Chambers  to  enforce  such  lien ;  and  general  liberty  to 
apply. 

On  the  12th  of  July,  1869,  was  passed  the  London,  Chatham,  and 
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t.-O.  B.     Dover  Railway  (ArbUraium)  Ad,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict  c  cxvi.), 

1871       whereby  arbitrators  were  appointed.    By  sect.  17,  amongst  tbe 

■^^       matters  referred  to  the  arbitrators,  were   the  following:    "The 

St.  Obbmakb  legal  and  equitable  rights  and  interests  of  .  .  .  companies  .  .  . 
Cbtstal     whose  lines  .  .  .  are^,  worked  by  the  company,  and  the  arrange- 

Railwat  Co.  ments  or  agreements  which  ought  to  be  made  between  any  of  such 
"~"  companies  .  .  .  and  the  company"  "  the  legal  and  equitable 
rights,  liens,  and  priorities  of  .  .  .  any  person  or  persons  having  or 
claiming  any  lien,  charge,  or  incumbrance  upon  any  lands  in  which 
the  company  is  interested  "...  and  '*  all  matters  in  question 
as  between  all  the  parties  in  all  .  .  .  suits  and  other  proceedings 
« • .  in  equity  in  which  the  company  is  a  party,  as  co-Defendant" . . . 
and  the  section  enacted  that  '^  the  powers  of  the  arbitrators  shall 
extend  ...  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  matters  aforesaid  "... 
By  sect.  18,  after  a  recital  that  the  Crystal  Palace  Railway  had, 
since  the  opening  thereof,  been  "  worked  and  maintained  by  "  tbe 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  Company,  under  certain  agree- 
ments, the  validity  of  which  was  disputed,  and  that  it  was  expedient 
that  the  said  railway  should  "form  part  of  the  system  of  the  company, 
and  be  worked  and  maintained  by  the  company,"  it  was  enacted 
that  "  the  said  Crystal  Palace  and  South  London  Junction  Rail- 
way,  and  any  extension  thereof  authorized  in  the  present  session  of 
Parliament,  shall  be  worked  and  maintained  by  the  company  as 
an  integral  part  of  the  company's  undertaking."  It  was  also  pro- 
vided, that  all  claims,  disputes,  questions,  and  diiSerences  sub- 
sisting between  the  companies,  and  when  and  how,  and  out  of  what 
funds  or  stock,  any  balance  found  to  be  due  by  one  of  tlie  com- 
panies to  the  other  should  be  paid,  should  be  referred  to  the  arbi- 
trators, and  should  be  by  them  determined ;  and  that  the  arbitrators 
should  further  ascertain  and  determine  what  proportion  of  the  net 
earnings  accruing  to  the  company  from  the  local  traffic  of  the 
Crystal  Palace  Railway,  or  traffic  passing  to  or  from  the  Crystal 
Palace  Railway,  or  any  portion  of  the  system  of  the  company,  should 
be  attributed  to  the  Crystal  Palace  Railway  as  rental ;  •  .  .  and 
that  the  arbitrators  should,  in  forming  their  decision,  have  regard 
to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  that  the  company  should 
pay  half-yearly  to  the  Crystal  Palace  Company  the  amount  which 
should  become  due  to  them  under  the  award  of  the  arbitrators 
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in  respect  of  the  traflBc  of  the  previous  half  year ;  *•'  and  such  half-    Y^-O.  B. 
yearly  payments,  and  the  property  of  the  Crystal  Palace  Company ^       1871 
shall  be  subject,  as  respects  the  creditors  of  that  company,  to  the       ^^^l 
same  rights  and  remedies  as  could  now  be  enforced  against  the  ®^*  ^"^-^^'^ 
tolls  and  property  of  that  company."  Crystal 

XT  AI4AOE 

Sect.  23  enacted  that  ^'all  •  .  .  suits  .  .  .  and  proceedings  EailwayGo. 
which  at  the  passing  of  this  Act  shall  be  pending  in,  or  under 
appeal  from,  any  Court  of  Law  or  Equity  in  England,  in  respect 
of  matters  or  things  declared  by  this  Act  to  be  subjects  of  arbitra- 
tion, shall  be  transferred  to,  dealt  with,  and  decided  by  the  arbi- 
trators, as  if  the  same  had  been  originally  instituted  before  the 
arbitiutors." 

Sect.  26  enacted  that,  from  and  after  the  passing  of  the  Act, 
and  until  a  final  award  had  been  made,  all  civil  jurisdiction  vested 
in  or  exerciseable  by  any  Court  of  judicature  in  or  over  the  com- 
pany, and  the  estate  and  efiects  of  the  company,  and  in  all  causes, 
suits,  and  matters  to  which  the  company  were  parties  in  respect 
of  matters  affecting  the  company,  should  belong  to  and  be  vested 
in  the  Crown,  and  that  such  jurisdiction  should  be  exerciseable  by 
the  arbitrators. 

Pursuant  to  the  decree  of  March,  1868,  the  £504  was  paid  out 
to  the  Plaintiff  Craufurd^  and  by  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate, 
dated  the  5th  of  August,  and  signed  and  approved  on  the  2l8t  of 
December,  1867,  there  were  found  due  to  the  Plaintiff  Craufurd 
various  sums  for  principal  and  interest,  amounting  altogether  to 
£2365  138.  9d. 

The  Crystal  Palace  Railway  Company,  having  made  default, 
were,  by  an  order  dated  the  18th  of  March,  1870,  ordered  to  pay 
the  above  sum  on  or  before  the  18th  of  April,  1870. 

By  the  first  award  of  the  arbitrators,  dated  the  18th  of 
August,  1870,  it  was  awarded  (par.  46)  that  (amongst  other  suits 
and  proceedings)  the  suit  of  Earl  St,  Germans  v.  Crystal  Palace 
Company  should  be,  and  the  same  was,  thereby  absolutely  stayed, 
but  only  as  against  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Company. 

The  present  Petition  was  now  presented  in  the  suit  by  Earl 
8t.  Germans  and  Mr.  Craufurd,  stating  the  above  facts,  that  the 
above  sum  had  not  been  paid  nor  the  accommodation  works  con- 
structed-, and  praying  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  the 
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V.-0.  B.     Petitioners  under  the  last-mentioned  order^  for  principal,  interest, 

1871       and  costs,  and  that  the  same  might  be  raised  by  a  sale  of  the 

■Ej^;sa,       lands  of  the  Petitioners  taken  by  the  company,  or  a  competent  part 

Sr.GEBiuirB  thereof;  that,  in  the  meantime,  the  company  might  be  restrained 

Gbtstal  from  continuing  in  possession  of  the  lands ;  for  a  receiver  of  the 
Railway  Ck).  tolls,  rents,  and  profits,  and  lands  and  revenues  of  the  company ; 
for  a  reference  to  Chambers,  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  damage  and 
loss  sustained  by  reason  of  the  non-construction  of  the  accommo- 
dation works,  and  payment ;  and,  in  default  of  payment,  that  the 
Petitioners  might  be  declared  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  heredita- 
ments for  such  amount,  or  so  much  as  should  remain  unpaid. 

After  the  Petition  was  served,  the  Petitioners'  solicitors  received 
a  letter  dated  the  2nd  of  December,  1870,  from  the  company's 
solicitors,  informing  them  that,  by  an  order  made  in  the  Chambers 
of  Vice-Chancellor  Baeon  on  the  23rd  of  September,  1870,  in 
the  suit  of  Dowie  v.  Crystal  Palace  Railway  Company,  Mr. 
William  Shdford  and  Mr.  Oerrard  Johnson,  the  secretary  of  the 
company,  were  appointed  receivers  of  all  the  tolls  and  receipts  in 
respect  of,  or  arising  from,  the  Crystal  Palace  undertaking.  They 
added :  '^  We  think  it  well  also  to  call  your  attention  to  the  18th 
section  of  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  (Arhitraiian) 
Act,  which  provides  that  the  Crystal  Palace  line  shall  be  worked  as 
an  integral  portion  of  their  system.  We  imagine,  therefore,  that 
it  is  not  competent  for  the  Court  to  direct  the  sale  of  any  part  of 
the  land  on  which  the  line  is  actually  constructed." 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Jones-Bateman,  for  the  Petitioners": — 

We  are  warranted  in  asking  for  an  injunction  and  receiver  by  the 
decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart,  made  upon  motion  for  decree 
in  Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Mid-Hants  Railway  Company  (1).  In 
Williams  v.  Oreai  Eastern  Railway  Company,  before  Vice-Chancellor 
Sttuirt,  May  5, 1868,  after  a  decree  for  peremptory  payment  within 
fourteen  days,  and  default,  the  same  learned  Judge,  on  Petition, 
made  an  order  for  sale  on  non-payment  within  a  month. 

WaUcer  v.  Ware,  Hadham,  and  Buntingford  Railway  Company  (2) 
decides  that  an  unpaid  vendor  of  land  of  which  the  company  is 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  17.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  196. 
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in  possession,  has  a  lien  on  the  land  for  the  purchase-money,  and    V.-O.  B. 
for  compensation-money  for  severance,  which  lien  the  Court  will        1871 
-enforce  by  sale,  though  the  line  is  open  for  public  use.    The  decision       eIbl 
was  referred  to,  approved,  and  followed,  in  Winff  v.  Tottenham  and  ^'  Geemaot 
Hampstead  Junction  Bailvoay  Company  (1),  and  again  in  Raper  v.     Obtstal 
Crystal  Palace  BaUway  Company ^  before  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  Railway  Go. 
February  7,  1868.  

A  vendor  has  the  same  rights  against  a  company  as  against  any 
other  insolvent  purchaser ;  and  when  a  purchaser  is  in  possession 
he  may  be  ordered,  even  before  answer,  to  pay  the  money  into 
-court :  Dixon  v.  AsUey  (2)  ;  BlacJcburn  v.  I^ace  (3) ;  especially  if  he 
has  dealt  improperly  with  the  estate :  CHbson  v.  Clarke  (4) ; .  P(^e 
V.  Cheat  Eastern  BaUway  Company  (5). 

As  to  the  right  to  a  lien  for  damages,  they  cited  Hindley  v. 
Emery  (6). 

Mr.  FerrerSy  for  the  company : — 

'    The  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  asked  for. 

The  Petitionenf,  finding  that  they  cannot  proceed  in  their  suit 
against  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Company^  who  are  the 
real  Defendants,  seek  to  attain  their  object  by  getting  a  decree 
made  against  us. 

Ours  is  a  line  ^  worked  by  the  company,"  the  Plaintiffs  claim  a 
lien  upon  *'  lands  in  which  the  company  is  interested,"  and  the 
company  are  **  co-Defendants."  Hence,  by  the  17th  section,  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit  has  been  withdrawn  from  this  Court, 
and  is  now  wholly  within  the  powers  of  the  arbitrators. 

The  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Company  have  pleaded  that 
they  are  unnecessary  parties  to  the  suit;  but  that  contention 
cannot  be  maintained  now  that,  by  the  18th  section,  our  line  is  to 
be  **  worked  and  maintained  by  "  that  company  "  as  an  integral 
part"  of  their  undertaking. 

All  control  over  our  line  has  been  taken  from  us.  We  have  no 
funds  in  hand,  and  have  been  unable  to  obey  the  order ;  but,  if  we 
are  technically  in  default,  and  the  Petitioners,  according  to  the  course 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  740.  (4)  1  Ves.  &  B.  500. 

(2)  1  Mer.  133.  (5)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  17L 

(3)  6  Madd.  69.  (6)  Ibid.  1  Eq.  52. 
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V.-C.  B.      of  the  Court,  are  entitled  to  this  order,  it  cannot  properly  be  made 
1871        in  the  absence  of  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Company. 
S^KL  l^he  Petitioners  shoald  have  applied  to  the  arbitrators. 

St.  Gbbmakb      ^g  ^^  ^j^^  prayer  for  damages,  it  appears  they  were  not  prayed 
Grtbtal     for  by  the  bill ;  and  this  is  only  an  attempt  to  amend  the  bill  ia 
Railway  Go.  that  respect. 

Mr.  Kay,  in  reply : — 

The  provision  in  the  Arbitration  Ad  is  only  that  actions  and 
suits  against  the  London,  Cluiiham,  and  Dover  Company  shall  be 
stayed.  The  effect  cannot  be  that  the  Petitioners  are  to  be 
deprived  of  the  benefit  of  a  decree  made  before  the  Act  was  passed, 
at  a  hearing  at  which  the  London,  Chatlham,  and  Dover  Company 
were  present. 

The  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Company  hold  no  lease  of  the- 
^  line ;  they  have  no  estate  in  the  land ;  there  is  nothing  but  the 

enactment,  that  the  line  '*'  shall  be  worked  and  maintained "  by 
them.  An  unpaid  vendor's  rights  against  the  purchasing  company 
cannot  be  interfered  with  by  a  working  agreement  entered  into 
by  the  company  with  some  one  else. 

A  prayer  for  damages  is  unnecessary :  Cation  v.  Wyld  (1). 

Mr.  Ferrers  observed  that,  in  a  note  to  Morgan  8  Chancery 
Acts  and  Orders  (2),  it  is  stated,  by  way  of  exception  to  Cation 
V.  Wyld  and  Curriers^  Company  v.  Corlet  (3),  that  if  a  decree 
has  been  made  giving  equitable  relief,  a  supplemental  question  as 
to  damages  cannot  be  entertained  without  a  supplemental  bill : 
Corporation  of  Hythe  v.  East  (4). 

The  Yice-Chancellor  said  that,  if  the  decision  went  no  further 
than  that,  it  would  not  assist  the  Bespondents.    A  supplemental 
'  bill  was  not  needed. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

I  think  the  Petitioners  are  clearly  entitled  to  the  order  wbicK 
they  ask  for. 

(1)  32  Beav.  2G6.  (8)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  355. 

(2;  4th  Ed.  2C1.  (4)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  620. 
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The  only  ground  of  opposition — I  do  not  say  defence — is  that     v.-O.  B. 
which  Mr.  Ferrers  has  suggested  from  the  Arbitration  Ad.  1871 

Now,  in  the  first  place,  that  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed  with       e^^^, 
no  intention  of  interfering  with  the  rights  of  any  one  except  the  ^'^'  ^""^iaxs 
London,  Ghatham,  and  Dover  Railway  Company  and  those   who     Chystal 
had  entered  into  agreements  with  them.    It  did  not  mean  to  take  Railway  Go. 
away  from  others  rights  of  which  they  were  already  possessed. 
By  the  decree  pronounced  in  this  suit,  not  long  before  the  passing 
of  the  Arbitration  Ad,  the  rights  of  the  Petitioners  were  estab- 
lished ;  the  right  of  lien  was  declared  eyen  against  the  London, 
Chatham,  ani  Dover  Bailicay  Company,  and  those  rights  are  not 
affected  in  the  slightest  degrce  by  any  words  in  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament. 

It  would  be  the  wildest  thing  possible  to  suppose  that  the 
Legislature  intended,  by  anything  short  of  express  terms,  to 
take  away  from  the  Petitioners,  who  have  established  their  right 
by  a  decree  in  tlus  Court,  any  portion  of  that  to  which  they  are 
entitled. 

The  London,  Chaiham,  and  Dover  Railway  Company,  by  their 
answer,  insisted  that  they  had  no  interest  in  the  suit,  and  they 
insisted  successfully ;  but,  they  still  being  parties  to  the  suit,  and 
being  present  at  the  hearing,  the  Petitioners'  lien  was  declared 
against  them  as  well  as  against  the  original  purchasers. 

Nothing,  in  my  opinion,  can  be  more  plain  than  the  right  which 
the  Petitioners  assert,  and  which  has  not  been  disputed  in  any 
degree,  except  by  the  suggestion  which,  unfortunately  for  all  parties, 
is  too  true,  that  the  Crystal  Palace  Railway  Company  have  not,  at 
present,  the  means  of  satisfying  the  just  demand  which  is  made 
against  them ;  and  by  the  suggestion  of  the  notion  that  this  Act 
of  Parliament,  passed  for  a  totally  different  object,  and  carefully 
guarding,  in  the  18th  section,  against  the  possibility  of  its  being 
wrested  to  such  a  purpose  as  has  been  attempted  on  behalf  of  the 
Bespondents  to-day,  is  a  protection  to  the  Crystal  Palace  Railway 
Company  against  satisfying  that  just  demand  agamst  them  which 
this  Petition  seeks  to  enforce. 

In  my  opinion,  the  order  must  be  according  to  the  prayer  of  the 
Petition. 
Vol.  XL  2  X     '  2 
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V.-0.  B.        Mr,  Ferrers :— A  receiver  has  been  already  appointed. 

1871 

''^  Mr.  Kay : — That  makes  no  diflference ;  the  Petitioners  are  not 

St.  OmMARs  asking  for  a  receiver  of  the  tolls  of  the  railway.    The  receiver  was 

Gryotal     appointed  at  the  suit  of  a  debenture-holder  to  receive  the  tolls  af 

n  ^^wA°"co  *^®  railway.    We  are  asking  for  a  receiver  of  this  particular  land 

until  it  is  sold. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  assented  to  this  view ;  and  the  order 
was  made  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  Petition. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners  :    Messrs.  Bennelty  Datoson,   (t 
Bennett. 

Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  Messrs.  MarJchy  dt  Tarry. 


V..0.  B.  In  re  INGLE'S  TRUSTS. 

1S71 

wy^  Win — Iiegacy — MitcUscription  of  Object — Difference  heiween  Eptivocation  and 

March  4,  d.  Misdescription^Evidence, 

Testator  devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  tmstees 
absolutely,  upon  trust,  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  personalty,  to  pay  and  divide 
the  residue  equally  between  and  amongst  his  nephew  John  and  his  niece 
Hannah  (whom  he  described  as  the  children  of  his  late  brother  J<Meph\ 
"  and  all  and  every  the  children  of  my  late  nephew  Mark  Ingle  and  my  niece 
Eliza  Wheelwright^  share  and  share  alike.  He  then  desired  his  trustees  to 
stand  possessed  of  a  moiety  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  his  realty,  upon 
trust  to  divide  the  same,  as  before  mentioned. 

In  a  codicil,  testator  referred  to  the  '*  legacy  left  and  apportioned  to  mj 
niece  Eliza," 

Some  years  before  the  date  of  the  will  a  brother  of  the  testator,  named 
Markf  had  died,  leaving  three  sons,  the  two  Petitioners  and  a  third  sod, 
named  Mark,  The  evidence  shew^ed  that,  at  the  testator's  death,  the  nephew 
Mark^  who  had  had  a  son  bom  to  him  in  England^  and  had  emigrated  to 
America^  where  he  had  another  child,  was  still  living ;  also,  that  the  testator 
knew  of  the  birth  in  England  of  the  child  of  Mark^  and  of  his  emigration  lo 
America^  and  that  from  some  circumstances  he  (the  testator)  had,  shortly 
before  the  date  of  the  will,  been  led  to  suppose  that  Mark  might  be  dead  :— 

JMdf  that  by  the  words  ''  my  late  nephew  Mark^  the  testator  meant  his 
(living)  nephew  Mark^  and  not  his  late  brother  Mark : 

Held,  also,  that^  there  being  only  ox^  living  person  answering  to  the  name 
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Mark  IngU,  ibis  was  not  a  caae  of  equivocation,  and  that  evidence  of  inten-     y..o.  B. 
tion  was  not  admissible : 

HM^  further,  that  by  the  words  ''and  my  niece  Eliza^  the  testator 
intended  a  gift  to  Eliza^  and  not  a  gift  to  the  children  of  Eliza.  In  re 


Petition. 

WtBiam  Inghj  of  LeedSy  by  his  will,  dated  the  16th  of  March, 
1860,  devised  and  bequeathed  nineteen  messuages  or  dwelling- 
houses  at  Leeds,  his  personal  chattels,  moneys,  debts,  and  all 
other  his  real  and  personal  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  to 
trastees,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
trust  to  call  in  his  personal  estate,  and  thereout  pay  his  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  divide  the  residue  into 
moieties;  and  as  to  one  moiety,  ''to  pay  and  divide  the  same 
unto  and  equally  between  Elizabeth  Stephenson  and  Daniel  Wilson 
the  younger,  the  children  of  David  Wilson,  of  Leeds/*  and  as  to 
the  other  moiety,  to  pay  the  three  legacies  thereinafter  bequeathed, 
and  then  ^  to  pay  and  divide  the  residue  thereof  unto  and  equally 
between  and  amongst  my  nephew  John  Ingle  (of  Leeds  aforesaid, 
hairdresser),  and  my  niece  Sannah,  the  wife  of  Charles  KUching, 
of  Leeds  aforesaid,  hairdresser,  formerly  Hannah  Ingle  (the  children 
of  my  late  brother  Joseph  Ingle),  and  all  and  every  the  children  of 
my  late  nephew  Mark  Ingle  and  my  niece  Eliza  Wheeltorightj  share 
and  share  alike." 

He  then  desired  his  said  trustees  to  make  sale  of  his  real  estates, 
and  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds,  in  trust  to  pay  one  moiety  of 
the  moneys  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  ten  of  the  houses,  specifying 
them,  unto  and  equally  between  the  said  E.  Stephenson  and 
D.  Wilson  the  younger,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  as  to  the  other 
moiety  of  the  moneys  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  the  ten  houses,  and 
nil  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  moneys  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  his 
other  real  estates,  upon  trust  "  to  pay  and  divide  the  same  unto 
and  equally  between  and  amongst  the  said  John  Ingle  (of  Leeds), 
Hannah,  the  wife  of  the  said  Charles  Kiiehing,  and  the  said  children 
of  my  late  nephew  Mark,  and  my  said  niece  Eliza  Wheelwright^ 
share  and  share  alike,  to  and  for  their,  his,  and  her  o^vn  absolute 
Use  and  benefit." 

By  a  third  codicil,  dated  in  November,  1863,  he  directed  his 
executors  to  deduct  from  off  "the  legacy  left  and  apportioned  to 

2X2  2 


1871 


Ingle's 
Tbustb. 
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V.-C.  B.     my  niece  Miza  Whedwriglit^  the  sum  of  £45,  in  consideration  of 
1871       his  having  paid  that  sum  for  her  recently. 
j»  r0  No  legacy  was  left  by  the  testator  to  Eliza  WliedwrigJit,  except 

Tb^^.      ^  ^^^^^  stated. 

Eliza  Wheelwright  died  a  widow  on  the  14th  of  November,  1864, 

in  the  testator's  lifetime,  leaving  three  children,  Eliza,  Ellen,  and 
Mart/  Ann,  wife  of  Benjamin  Broad/oat. 

Testator  died  on  the  23rd  of  May,  1865.  His  eldest  brother, 
named  John,  had  an  only  son  named  John.  Both  predeceased  him ; 
but  his  nephew  John  left  one  surviving  son,  named  Edmund,  who 
was  testator's  heir-at-law. 

Testator  had  a  brother  named  Mark,  who  died  in  his  lifetime, 
on  the  6th  of  August,  1848,  before  the  date  of  the  will,  leaving  three 
sons,  the  two  Petitioners  John  and  Joseph  Ingle,  and  Mark  Ingle, 
who,  in  the  year  1847,  emigrated  to  America,  where,  according  to 
the  latest  news,  he  was  still  living,  having  two  children,  a  son  named 
John,  and  a  daughter  named  Elizabdh  Crompton  Ingle. 

At  the  date  of  his  will,  testator  had  had  one  nephew  named 
William,  who  died  on  the  25th  of  December,  1855,  leaving  one 
child,  Alice,  now  the  wife  of  Samtiel  Midgleg. 

The  testator's  real  estates  had  been  sold,  and  his  personal  estate 
converted  and  got  in;  Mrs.  Stephenson  and  David  WUson  bad 
been  paid,  and  there  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees 
£201  88,  6d.  in  respect  of  a  moiety  of  the  residue  of  the  testators 
personalty,  and  £981  Sa.  in  respect  of  a  moiety  of  the  residue  of  the 
proceeds  of  his  realty ;  of  each  of  which  two  sums  one-sixth  bad 
been  paid  to  John  Ingle  (of  Leeds)  and  another  sixth  to  Hannah 
Kiiching,  leaving  four-sixths  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees. 

On  the  22nd  of  September,  1868,  the  trustees  filed  an  affidavit 
stating  the  above  facts,  and  that  they  proposed  to  pay  the  sums  of 
£134  5a.  8d.  and  £654  2a.  into  Ciourt.  This  they  accordingly 
did,  and  the  amount  was  invested  in  £848  3a.  stock. 

The  present  Petition  was  then  presented  by  John  and  Joseph 
Ingle,  claiming  to  be  entitled,  each  of  them,  to  one-fourth  of  the 
fund  in  Court.,  on  the  ground  that,  by  the  children  of  his  late 
"  nephew  "  Mark  Ingle,  the  testator  meant  the  children  of  his  late 
"  brother  "  Mark  Ingle. 

Tno  Petition  prayed  for  sale  of  the  stock  and  distribution  of  the 
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funds,  after  payment  of  costs,  on  the  footing  of  the  above  claim,     v.43.  B. 
and  also  on  the  view  that  the  bequest  comprised  in  the  words        isri 
"and  my  niece  Eliza  Wheelwright**  was  a  bequest  not  to  the        ^^^ 
children  of  Mrs.  Wheelwright^  but  to  Mrs,   Wheelwright  herself,      T^^m 

which  lapsed  by  her  death,  and  passed,  as  to  the  realty,  to  the  heir,       . 

and  as  to  the  personalty,  to  the  next  of  kin. 

The  Bespondents  were  the  trustees ;  the  heir-at-law,  Edmund 
Ingle;  the  next  of  kin  within  the  jurisdiction  (other  than  the 
Petitioners),  namely,  John  Ingle  (of  Leeds),  Mrs.  Kitching,  and 
Ann,  Mien,  and  Jane  Iloraman;  also  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Kitching  ; 
Samuel  Midgley,  and  Alice  his  wife ;  Eliza  and  Ellen  Whedvyright ; 
and  Benjamin  Broadfoot  and  Mary  Ann,  his  wife. 

On  the  18th  of  December,  1869,  Lord  Justice  (then  Vice-Chan- 
cellor)  Jam£s  directed  the  Petition  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  to 
servo  upon  the  parties  in  America  ;  and  this  had  been  done. 

From  an  affidavit  of  Mark  Ingle,  of  Pleasant  Valley,  Litehfidd 
County,  State  of  Connedicui,  sworn  on  the  8th  of  July,  1870,  it 
appeared  that  he  was  married  at  Todmorden,  Lancashire,  in  March, 
1842,  and  that  his  sou  John  was  born  at  Rochdale,  in  England,  and 
his  daughter  in  America.  Previous  to  his  emigration  in  1848,  he 
was  on  the  best  terms  with  his  uncle,  the  testator.  When  he  left 
the  testator  gave  deponent  to  understand  that  he  would  remember 
him  in  his  will.  Deponent  ceased  to  correspond  with  the  testator, 
but  he  corresponded  with  his  own  brothers,  the  Petitioners,  and 
with  his  wife's  sister,  Mrs,  Elizdbeth  Oaker. 

He  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  testator  must  have  known  of 
the  birth  of  both  of  his  two  children  from  his  brothers  or  his 
wife's  sister.  He  received  a  letter  (A)  from  the  Petitioner  John 
Ingle.  He  himself,  before  emigrating,  made  known  to  the  testator 
the  fact  of  the  birth  of  his  son. 

Deponent  received  a  letter  (B),  which  was  in  the  handwriting 
either  of  Mr.  or  Mrs.  OaTcer ;  also  other  letters  (marked  C,  D,  E, 
F,  G,  and  H),  from  which  he  had  reason  to  believe  as  follows :  that 
in  1855  his  relatives  in  England  had  not  heard  from  him  for  some 
time,  and  had  reason  to  believe  him  to  be  dead ;  that  in  March, 
1860,  the  testator  supposed  him  to  be  dead,  and  knew  then  and  in 
May,  1860,  that  he  had  children ;  and  that  the  testator  was  not  on 
friendly  terms  with  the  Petitioners. 


582  EQUITY  OASES.  [L.  R- 

V.-0.  B.         Letter  (D)  was  dated  '' MmedgvUle,  the  20th  of  March,  1863," 
1871        and  addressed  by  James  Pickup  to  Mark  Ingle,  informing  him  as 
^^^       follows :  "  I  have  a  letter  for  you  from  England ;  your  friends  have 
Tbuw?      wrote  to  you,  and  had  their  letter  returned  to  England.^* 

Letter  (E)  was  dated  the  2nd  of  July,  1853,  and  addressed  from 

Seco  (Me.)f  by  the  same  to  the  same.  The  writer  said :  *'  I  got  a 
letter  from  Joseph  Oaker  in  April,  requesting  me  to  forward  it  to 
you,  so  I  sent  you  a  letter  to  inform  you,  and  another  to  Qeorge 
Crampton  to  find  out  where  you  was*  I  got  an  answer  from  Qeorge, 
but  I  concluded  not  to  send  you  this  till  I  heard  from  you.  I 
thought  you  neglected  to  look  after  them.  It  appears  Joseph 
Oaker  sent  you  a  letter  a  year  ago,  and  after  lying  about  here  some 
time  it  was  sent  back  to  England.'* 

Letter  (P)  was  dated  "  Yantie,  Feb.  9, 1855,"  and  addressed  by 
Henry  Holt  to  Mark  Ingle.  He  said :  ^'  Your  brothers  and  sisters 
are  very  uneasy  about  you,  and  would  be  very  glad  to  hear  from 
you.  They  have  sent  letters  to  you,  and  have  received  no 
answer." 

(G)  was  a  letter  dated  the  5th  of  November,  1857,  and  ad- 
dressed from  Fiddhouse,  near  Bochdale,  by  John  Ingle  to  Mark 
Ingle.  He  said :  **  I  only  can  tell  you  that  your  uncle  William 
and  wife  are  living,  and  getting  very  old ;  and  you  must  not  think 
of  having  any  fortune  from  them  •  .  .  Your  brother  Joseph  was 
over  last  August,  and  he  told  me  that  they  did  not  make  much  of 
him,  as  you  may  see  they  are  getting  very  old,  and  want  nobody  to 
trouble  them." 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  letter  (B)  : — 

''Bochdale,  4th  March,  1860. 

''Dear  Brother  and  Sister,  ....  I  have  seen  your  brother 
Joseph  Ingle,  and  he  had  been  into  Yorkshire  to  see  your  uncle 
WHliamj  the  only  uncle  you  have  got  in  Yorkshire  ;  and  he  has 
asked  how  many  their  was  living  on  you,  and  so  I  told  him  that 
you  was  living  in  America,  and  he  asked  how  long  it  was  since 
we  heard  from  you,  and  I  told  him  it  was  better  than  two  years 
ago,  and  he  said  why  he  might  be  dead  with  not  hearing  from  you 
so  long,  and  I  think  that  sooner  you  write  and  the  better  your 
brother  Joseph  is  doing  very  well  .  •  .  ." 
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The  letter  concluded :  ''  I  remain,  your  brother  and  sister,  Joseph     y.-0.  B. 
Odker  and  Elizabeth  OakerJ*  1871 


The  following  are  extmcts  from  letter  (C) : —  iwoLrt 

"  JBalderstone,  June  20th,  1861.  ^^' 

"  Dear  Brother,  ....  I  have  been  over  to  my  uncle  WiUiam^s 
at  Leeds  several  times  since  you  left  Bochdale.  I  was  there  last 
May  on  the  21th  and  two  following  days^  and  ho  was  very  glad  to 
see  me,  and  he  asked  me  if  you  was  still  living,  and  doing  well 
and  all  the  family.  .  .  .  Hannah  Ingle  is  rent-collector  for  my 
uncle ;  he  told  me  that  when  anything  happened  him  he  should 
not  forget  us,  as  I  am  very  sorry  that  I  have  not  written  sooner 
and  let  you  know,  so  tliat  I  could  have  taken  all  particulars  as  he 
is  so  anxious  to  know  how  you  are  getting  on  ...  . 

"  I  remain,  your  brother,  Joseph  IngleP 

The  letter  (A)  was  dated ''  Fieldhouse,  the  6th  of  October,  1865," 
and  signed  ^'  John  Ingle"  The  writer  said  that  since  the  8rd  of  July 
he  had  had  a  letter  from  the  trustees  "  wanting  to  know  how 
many  children  you  had ;  so  I  told  them  you  had  two — one,  a  son 
Johuy  and  one  daughter  Elizabeth,  and  John's  age  was  twenty-three 
years,  and  Elizabeth,  September  4,  1865,  would  be  thirty  years 
old.  I  cannot  tell  the  reason  that  they  want  to  know  that,  but  I 
have  not  heard  anything  since." 

Affidavits  had  also  been  filed  by  Hannah  KUcJiing  and  the  Peti- 
tioners, tending  to  shew  what  was  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
from  alleged  conversations,  the  intimate  terms  with  the  testator  in 
which  the  Petitioners  said  they  stood,  and  the  degree  of  information 
about  their  brother  Mark,  which  they  said  they  constantly  supplied 
to  the  testator.    The  evidence  was  read,  but  not  admitted. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Humphry,  for  the  Petitioners : — 

The  question  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  (repeated) 
expression,  '^  the  children  of  my  late  nephew  Mark.*'  At  the  date 
of  the  will,  testator  had  a  ^'  late  "  relative  named  Mark,  but  he  was 
not  a  *^  nephew ;"  he  had  also  a  ^  nephew  "  Mark,  but  he  was  not 
''late,"  being  still  living.  He  had  likewise  a  ''late  nephew,"  but 
he  was  named  William.  Under  these  circumstances,  we  say  that, 
as  the  description,  if  intended  to  apply  to  Mark  the  brother,  was 
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V.-0.  a  erroneoas,  inasmuch  as  be  is  styled  ^  nephew/'  and  if  intended  t  o 
IWl  apply  to  Mark  the  nephew,  was  equally  erroneous,  inasmuch  as  he 
In  re       i^  described  as  **  late,"  there  is  a  complete  equivocation ;  and  in 

TKrOTB  ^"^^  ^  ^^^^  ^^^  Court  will  admit  evidence  of  the  testator  s  intention, 
—  according  to  the  ruling  of  Sir  W.  Orant  in  Careless  v.  Careless  (1), 
followed  by  Doe  v.  HiseocJcs  (2),  where  Lord  Abinger  says  (3) : 
"  They  "  (the  cases  of  Careless  v.  Careless  and  two  others)  "differ, 
indeed,  in  this,  that  the  equivocal  description  is  not  entirely 
accurate;  but  they  agree  in  its  being  (though  inaccurate)  equally 
applicable  to  each  claimant.  •  .  •  These,  therefore,  may  fairly 
be  classed  also  as  cases  of  equivocation ;  and  in  that  case  evi- 
dence of  the  intention  of  the  testator  seems  to  be  receivable." 
Orani  v.  Qrani  (4)  supports  the  same  view.  Amongst  the  classes 
of  evidence  which  are  admissible  in  cases  of  equivocation,  are 
declarations  made  after  the  date  of  the  will :  Doe  y.  AUen  (5) ; 
Bradshaw  v.  Bradshaw  (6). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  asked  whether  this  could  be  considered 
a  case  of  equivocatioUi  inasmuch  as  there  was  a  person  at  the 
testator's  death  answering  the  description  "my  nephew  Marh^* 
though  that  person  was  inaccurately  described  as  "late." 

Mr.  Fry: — The  adjective  "late"  is  just  as  operative  for  the 
purpose  of  description  as  the  substantive  "  nephew." 

That  evidence  of  the  surrounding  circumstances  at  the  date  of 
the  will  is  admissible  will,  probably,  not  be  disputed. 

[They  also  cited  the  following  cases  :  Bristow  v.  Brislow  (7)  ; 
Byall  V.  Hannam  (8) ;  Jn  re  Qregorys  Settlement  (9) ;  Still  v. 
Eosie  (10) ;  Bennett  v.  Marshall  (11).] 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.>  and  Mr.  Martineau,  for  the  children  of  Mark 
Inffle,  the  nephew : — 

Upon  the  question  of  admissibility  of  evidence,  it  is  expressly 
laid  down  in  Doe  v.  Biscooks^  that  there  is  but  one  case  in  which 

(1)  1  Mer.  384.  (6)  2  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  72. 

(2)  5  M.  &  W.  363.  (7)  6  Beav.  289. 

(3)  Ibid.  370.  (8)  10  Ibid.  537. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  6  C.  P.  380.  (9)  34  Ibid.  600. 

(5)  12  A*  &  E.  451.  (10)  6  Madd.  192. 

(11)  2  K,  &  J,  740, 
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evidence  of  intention  can  be  properly  admitted;  and  that  is, 
where  the  meaning  of  the  testator's  words  is  neither  ambiguous 
nor  obscure,  but  where  from  the  circumstances  admitted  in  proof 
an  ambiguity  arises — as,  for  instance,  where  there  are  two  persons 
of  the  same  name,  or  two  persons  to  both  of  whom  the  description 
will  correctly  apply.  Cardess  v.  Careless  (1)  was  a  perfect  case  of 
equiyocation.  So  in  Wigram  on  Extrinsic  Evidence  in  Interpreta- 
tion of  Wills  (2),  it  is  laid  down  that  "the  only  cases  in  which 
evidence  to  prove  intention  is  admissible  are  those  in  which  the 
description  in  the  will  is  unambiguous  in  its  application  to  each  of 
several  subjects." 

Here  there  is  a  nephew  Mark  to  whom  the  description  will 
apply.  No  doubt  he  is  misdescribed  as  "late; "  but  this  descrip- 
tion does  not,  necessarily,  raise  a  case  of  equivocation :  Bemasconi 
V.  Atkinson  (3);  Drake  v.  Drake  (4). 

It  is  remarkable  that  the  testator,  happening,  in  all  other 
instances,  to  know  the  names  of  the  children  whom  he  intends  to 
benefit,  refers  to  them  by  name.  In  this  instance  he  knew  the 
liames  of  the  children  of  his  brother  Mark,  and  he  did  not  know 
the  names  of  the  children  of  his  nephew  Mark,  He  intends  to 
benefit  the  children  of  some  one  named  Mark,  and  he  does  not 
name  the  children.  The  presumption  is,  that  the  children  of  the 
nephew,  and  not  of  the  brother,  were  intended. 

Both  Careless  y.  Careless  and  Bradshaw  v.  Bradshaw  (5)  were 
referred  to  and  explained  in  Doe  v.  Hiscocks  (6). 

In  Bristow  v.  Brisiow  (7)  the  collateral  evidence  plainly  shewed 
there  had  been  a  mistake.  In  Ri/aU  v.  Hannam  (8)  the  decision 
entirely  turned  upon  the  surrounding  facts.  In  re  Gregory* s  SetUe- 
meni  (9)  is  in  our  favour.  In  Bennett  v.  Marshall  (10)  evidence  was 
admitted.  The  report  does  not  state  what  sort  of  evidence  it  was, 
and  it  may  have  been  merely  evidence  of  intention,  as  the  case  is 
clearly  within  Doe  v.  Hiseoeks. 

That  the  testator  made  a  mistake  of  some  kind  must  be  admitted. 


V.-0.  B. 

1871 


In  re 
Ikglk's 

Tbvsts. 


(1)  1  Mcr.  384. 

(2)  4th  E<L  p.  169 ;  pi  194,  vii. 

(3)  10  Hare,  345. 

(4)  8  H.  L.  C.  172. 

(5)  2  Y.  &  C.  Ex,  72. 


(6)  5  M.  &  W.  363. 

(7)  5  Beav.  289 

(8)  10  Ibirl.  637. 

(9)  34  Ibid.  600. 
(10)  2  K.  &  J.  740. 
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y.-G.  B.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  Mark,  the  brother,  had  been  dead  tweWe 
1871  years  when  the  will  was  made,  whereas  Marh,  the  nephew,  when 
In  re       last  heard  of  at  that  date,  was  liying  in  America,  and  it  must  have 

TbcotI  ^^  uncertain  whether  he  was  living  or  dead,  the  probability  of 
*"""  the  error  being  in  the  word  ^'  late  "  is  immeasurably  greater  than 
that  of  its  being  in  the  word  ^'  nephew." 

Mr.  Ingle  Joyce,  for  the  Bespondents,  the  three  daughters  of 
Mrs.  Wliedwriffht,  and  the  husband  of  the  married  daughter : — 

The  clause  is  to  be  read  as  meaning  a  bequest  to  *^  the  children 
of  .  .  •  my  niece,  Eliza  Wheelttniffht,*'  as  in  Lugar  v.  Harman  (1). 

On  behalf  of  them  and  the  other  next  of  kin  it  is  also  contended 
that  the  gift  of  either  moiety  is  void  for  uncertainty :  Brake  y. 
Drake  (2). 

Mr,  Freeling,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Fry,  in  reply  : — 

In  Drake  v.  Drake,  where  there  was  a  perfect  equipoise  of  evi- 
dence, Lord  Chancellor  JBrotigham  held  the  gift  void.  That  is  not 
the  case  here. 

The  t^tator's  intention  was  to  benefit  all  his  nephews  and  nieces. 
The  analogy  of  the  passage  shews  that  Mark,  the  brother,  was 
meant. 

The  evidence  shews  the  great  degree  of  intimacy  which  Bubsisted 
between  the  testator  and  the  Petitioners,  making  it  extremely 
improbable  that  he  intended  to  exclude  them. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  word  *'  nephew  "  is  to  be  rejected  rather 
than  the  word  *'  late." 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

Of  all  the  cases  which  come  before  the  Court  for  its  decision, 
none  can  be  more  embarrassing  and  more  unsatisfactory  than  those 
which  arise  upon  the  construction  of  wills.  The  Court  has  no 
real  guide  to  enable  it  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion.  The  only  things 
which  can  be  called  guides  are  certain  rules  which  the  Court  has 

(1)  1  Cox,  250.  (2)  8  H.  L.  0. 172. 
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laid  down,  and  which  may  be  extracted  from  the  decisions.    Beyond     V.-O.  B, 
tbati  the  decisions  are  not  of  the  slightest  use.      Except  by        1871 
adherence  to  those  rules,  there  is  nothing  but  what  may,  not  irre-       j,,  ^ 
verently,  be  called  guessing  as  to  what  the  words  of  the  documents     xb^J^ 
can  be  held  to  mean.  

The  rule  that  eyidence  of  intention  is  not  admissible,  I  find 
clearly  and  plainly  decided  and  expressed.  So  that,  upon  all 
occasions  subsequent  to  those  decisions,  there  ought  to  be  no  doubt 
about  its  application.  It  is  in  cases  of  equivocation  merely,  to  put 
it  in  the  shortest  form,  that  evidence  of  intention  is  admissible. 

That  eyidence  of  surrounding  circumstances  is  always,  or  almost 
always,  admissible,  is  equally  unquestionable. 

In  this  case  I  can  conceive  no  ground  upon  which  evidence  of 
intention  ought  to  be  admitted.  I  do  not  think  that  any  evidence 
of  intention  has  been  adduced,  except  that  one  suggestion  in  the 
affidavit  of  the  Petitioners,  and  which  is  nothing  more  than  a  vague 
notion  that  the  testator  meant  to  provide  for  all  of  them.  I  do 
not  find  a  particle  of  evidence  of  intention,  although  that  evidence 
was  attempted  to  be  introduced.  But,  in  my  opinion,  the  attempt 
cannot  succeed,  because  in  this  case  I  can  find  no  such  equivoca- 
tion as  that  which  is  admitted  to  be  necessary  in  order  to  introduce 
evidence  of  intention.  The  words  of  the  will  in  that  particular 
respect  are  these :  "  All  and  every  the  children  of  my  late  nephew 
Mark"  It  is  said  that  some  of  these  words  may  be  dropped  out 
in  order  to  introduce  an  equivocation ;  that  if  the  sentence  be  read, 
"  AH  and  every  the  children  of  Mark  IngUy^  there  is  no  equivocation 
whatever.  Now,  in  a  different  state  of  circumstances,  it  might  have 
been  necessary  to  ascertain  what  Math  Ingle  was  meant,  or  who  was 
meant  by  ^*  Mark  IngU^  But  here  there  is  no  equivocation,  for 
there  are  no  two  persons  of  the  name  of  "  Mark  IngUr  When 
Mark  IngUs  father  was  alive,  there  were  two  persons  of  that  name ; 
but  at  the  time  when  this  will  was  made,  there  were  not  It  is 
said  that  I  ought,  as  in  Careless  v.  Careless  (1)  it  was  insisted  should 
be  done,  so  to  deal  with  some  of  the  words  as  to  produce  a  case  of 
equivocation.  But  I  cannot  apply  that  process  to  the  words  of 
this  wilL 

Excluding,  therefore,  any  evidence  of  intention  (and  it  is  not 

(1)  1  Mer.  384. 
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V.-C.  B.     necessary  to  repeat  that,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  no  evidence 

1871       of  intention),  all  that  is  loft  is,  the  construction  to  be  put  upon 

j^  y^       the  words  of  the  will,  assisted,  as  that  construction  may  well  be, 

T^reS      "^y  *  consideration  of  the  surrounding  circumstances.     The  sur- 

rounding  circumstances  insisted  upon  are,  that  the  testator  knew 

that  his  brother  Mark  was  dead — which  is  clear;  that  he  was  well 
acquainted  with  the  Petitioners,  and  their  brother  Mark,  since  the 
death  of  Mark  the  father — ^that  also  is  true  ;  that  he  did  not  know 
that  his  nephew  Mark  was  dead,  but  must  be  assumed,  on  the  con- 
trary, to  be  taken  to  have  known  that  he  was  alive — that  last  pro- 
position is,  I  think,  not  borne  out  by  the  evidence ;  and  further,  that 
he  never  saw  any  of  the  children  of  Mark — that  is  perfectly  true. 
What  is  the  evidence  of  the  surrounding  circumstances  ?  Mark 
had  left  this  country  in  tho  year  1848,  and  there  had  been  no 
direct  communication  between  him  and  his  uncle,  tho  testator, 
from  that  time  to  the  date  of  the  will,  and  farther  than  that  to  the 
date  of  his  death.  But  it  is  stated  in  MarVs  affidavit,  and  not 
attempted  to  be  disputed,  that  he  had  a  child  born  before  he  left 
Enfflandy  and  that  the  fact  of  that  child's  birth  was  communicated 
to  and  known  by  the  testator.  Other  circumstances  are  these :  the 
testator  had  several  relations,  amongst  others,  Joseph  and  John 
Inffle,  the  Petitioners,  who  were  in  frequent  communication  with 
him  and  visited  him  as  their  uncle,  and  whom  he  received  and 
communicated  with  as  his  nephews.  Another  of  the  surrounding 
circumstances,  admission  of  which  has  been  in  some  degree  objected 
to,  is  Oaker's  letter.  Although  that  letter  may  not  of  itself  be 
receivable  as  evidence,  still  I  think  the  use  which  is  mado  of  it  and 
of  its  contents  in  the  affidavit  of  Mark  Inffle  compels  me  to  listen 
to  it.  It  appears  that  there  was  a  communication  (the  letter  speaks 
of  one  only)  between  the  writer  of  that  letter  and  the  testator,  in 
the  course  of  which  the  existence  of  Mark  was  spoken  of  problema- 
tically. The  writer  of  the  letter  says  he  told  the  testator  that  he 
had  had  no  communication  from  Mark  Ingle  for  two  years,  where- 
upon the  observation  of  the  testator  was :  '*  He  may  be  dead  for 
anything  that  you  know."  This  is  the  degree  of  information  and 
knowledge  (and  I  believe  I  have  exhausted  the  whole)  which  the 
testator  possessed  at  the  time  he  set  about  making  his  will. 
Well,  then,  the  Court  has  only  the  words  of  the  will  before  it 
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to  enable  it  to  pronounce  an  opinion  upon  the  questions  raised.      V.-O.  B. 
The  will  provides  for  the  division  of  a  certain  portion  of  his  property        1871 
"  between  and  amongst  my  nephew  John  Ingle  (of  Leeds  aforesaid,        /^  ^b 
hairdresser),  and  my  niece  Hannah,  the  wife  of  Charles  Kitehing,      xaus" 

of  Leeds  aforesaid^  hairdresser,  formerly  Hannah  Ingle  (the  children        

of  my  late  brother  Joseph  Ingle),  and  all  and  every  the  children  of 
my  late  nephew  Mark  Ingle  and  my  niece  Eliza  Whedwright*' 

The  contention  on  Mr.  Fry's  part  is,  that  I  must  substitute  the 
word  "brother"  for  the  word  "nephew,"  which  I  find  in  the  will; 
and  Mr.  Humphry's  argument  was^  that  it  would  be  unreasonable 
to  suppose  that  the  testator^  who  had  had  no  quarrel  with  his 
nephews  Joseph  and  John,  and  who  was  in  communication  with 
them,  when  he  is  found  to  be  providing  for  nephews  and  nieces^ 
can  be  supposed  to  have  meant  to  exclude  these  two  nephews, 
with  whose  persons  he  was  familiar^  and  whose  names  he  knew 
perfectly  well. 

But  I  find  that  that  is  exactly  what  he  does ;  for  when  he  has  to 
provide  for  a  nephew  and  a  niece,  he  names  them  explicitly,  and 
names  the  parent  of  whom  they  were  born ;  and  then  he  provides 
for  children  unknown  to  him,  children  (as  I  read  it)  of  his  nephew 
Mark  Ingle. 

The  word  "  late,"  which  is  there  introduced,  does  not  alter  my 
opiuion  as  to  the  effect  of  the  other  words.  If  "  late "  is  to  be 
read  as  if  it  were  "  deceased,"  the  testator  was  under  a  mistake.  But 
how  can  it  be  said  that  he  was  under  a  mistake  when,  having 
provided  for  his  nephews  by  name,  he  provides  for  the  children  of 
another  person  whom  he  calls  his  nephew,  and  then  provides  for 
his  niece  Eliza  Wheelwright  also  by  her  name?  If  the  word 
"  late  "  in  all  cases  means  "  deceased  " — as  must  necessarily  be 
admitted — probably  the  explanation  of  it  is,  that  the  testator  used 
the  expression  with  a  degree  of  uncertainty,  without  understanding 
distinctly  what  it  meant. 

Whatever  the  motive  or  inducement  was,  I  am  reduced  to  con- 
strue the  words  of  the  will.  I  find,  not  a  general  distribution 
between  nephews  and  nieces,  but  a  selection  of  a  nephew  and  niece, 
the  children  of  a  deceased  brother ;  the  children  not  of  any  nephew 
or  niece,  but  the  children  of  a  late  nephew  and  an  existing  niece. 

Having  given  all  the  weight  that  it  is  proper  in  my  judgment  to 
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V.-O.  B.     gi76  to  the  collateral  evidence,  I  think  the  will  can  only  be  read 

1871        as  a  gift  to  all  and  every  the  children  of  the  testator's  nephew 

j„  „       Mark  Ingle  ;  it  being  impossible  for  the  testator,  if  he  nnderstood 

Ingli'b      tjie  meaning  of  the  words  employed  in  the  will  (and  he  must  bo 

—       taken  te  have  understood  them),  ever  te  have  confused  his  bro&er, 

who  had  been  dead  for  years,  with  his  nephew,  whose  existence  at 

that  time  was  uncertain,  as  has  been  proved.    I  say  "proved," 

because  the  testator's  observation  is  proved :  '*  You  have  not  heard 

of  him  for  two  years ;  for  anything  you  know  he  may  be  dead," 

Looking  at  it  in  that  point  of  view,  I  do  not  think  the  con- 
struction is  open  to  any  considerable  difiScuIty.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  all  and  every  the  children  of  the  testator's  living  nephew 
MarJc,  not  of  his  deceased  brother  Mark,  are  entitled  to  that  share 
of  his  estate  which  by  his  will  he  bequeathed  to  '*  the  children  of 
my  late  nephew  Mark  Inghr 

There  will  be  a  declaration  to  that  effect ;  and  the  costs  of  all 
parties,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  will  come  out  of  the  estate. 

Mr.  Kay  asked  that  the  costs  might  be  paid  out  of  that  part  of 
the  fund  which  was  bequeathed  to  MiTia  Wheelwright,  and  which 
had  lapsed,  and  become  undisposed  of,  on  the  ground  that  this  was 
the  portion  of  the  fund  which  had  given  rise  to  a  material  part  of 
the  contest 

The  Yice-Chancellou  said  he  could  not  make  so  fine  a  dis- 
tinction. 

Mr.  Joyce  asked  the  Court  to  make  a  declaration  that  the  legacy 
was  a  legacy  to  Uiza  Wheelwright,  and  not  to  her  children. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  assented. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners  and  the  Trustees:  Messrs.  Torr, 
Janeway,  &  Co. 

Solicitoi^s  for  the  other  Bespondents :  Messrs.  Emmets,  Waiion, 
&  EnimeL 
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SEATON  V.  TWYFORD.  v.-o.  B. 

Mortgager  and  Mortgagee — Agreement  for  Mortgage — Continuance  of  Loan         i^^ 
for  a  certain  Time — Implied  Proviso  that  Interest  he  punctually  paid-^       Dec,  G. 
EquitaJtiU  Plea  to  Action — Delay.  """~ 

Where  an  agreement  for  a  mortgage  contains  a  stipulation  that  the  prin« 
cipal  XDCfaej  shall  not  he  called  in  for  a  certain  time,  the  Court,  in  settling 
the  form  of  the  deed,  will,  although  the  agreement  be  silent  on  the  subject, 
insert  a  proviso  that  the  postponement  shall  be  conditional  on  punctual  pay- 
ment of  interest,  and,  if  the  property  be  leasehold,  on  observance  of  the  cove- 
nants; so  that,  if  the  mortgagor  should  make  default  in  cither  of  these 
respects,  the  mortgagee's  remedies  by  sale  or  foreclosure  will  immediately 
arise. 

Augustus  SAMUEL  TWYFORD,  being  possessed,  as  the 
assignee  of  John  Sermon,  for  a  term  of  twenty-eight  years  from  tlie 
25th  of  December,  1863,  of  a  cottage  and  premises  on  Wimhledon 
Common,  Surrey,  contracted  to  sell  the  same  to  William  Section,  and 
the  following  memorandum  of  agreement  was  signed  by  both 
parties : — 

**  I,  William  Seaton,  hereby  agree  with  you,  Augustus  Samuel 
Twyford,  to  purchase  your  interest  in  the  cottage  on  Wimhledon 
Common,  and  to  pay  you  £500  for  the  same,  and  to  take  an  assign- 
ment from  you  of  the  lease  you  hold  of  the  said  premises,  you 
paying  all  outgoings  up  to  the  9th  day  of  May  next  And  I, 
Augustus  Samuel  Tt(;y/or(2,  agree  with  you,  the  said  William  Seaion^ 
on  your  so  doing,  to  advance  you  £400  by  way  of  mortgage  on  the 
said  premises  at  £5  per  cent  per  annum,  and  that  the  same  shall 
not  be  called  in  for  the  next  five  yeara,  but  that  you  may  have  the 
option  of  paying  off  the  same  at  any  time  on  giving  me  six  months' 
notice.    Dated  this  24th  day  of  April,  1868/' 

By  a  deed  dated  the  9th  of  May,  1868,  and  made  between 
Tit^ord  of  the  one  part,  and  Seaton  of  the  other  part,  in  con- 
sideration of  £500  therein  stated  to  have  been  paid  by  Seaton  to 
Tuyfordy  Twyford  assigned  to  Seaton  the  messuage  and  premises 
for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  twenty-eight  years,  subject  to 
payment  of  rent  and  observance  of  the  covenants. 
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Y.-G.  s.         By  another  deed  of  the  same  date,  and  made  between  Sealon  of 

1870        the  one  part,  and  Oeorge  Augustv^  Simpson  (who  was  an  undo  of 

SiiAToar      Twyford)  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  the  original  lease,  and 

*'  the  assignment  of  the  same  to  Twyfordy  and  that  Section  had  agreed 

with  Simpson  to  borrow  £400  and  interest,  to  be  secured  in  manner 

thereinafter  appearing,  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of 
£400  expressed  to  be  paid  by  Simpson  to  Seaion,  Seaton  granted 
and  demised  to  Simpson  the  messuage  and  premises  for  all  the 
residue  of  the  term,  le^  one  day,  subject  to  redemption  on  repay- 
ment on  the  29th  of  September,  1868,  of  £400  and  £5  per  cent, 
interest,  and  further  advances  (if  any).  The  mortgagor  also 
covenanted  with  the  mortgagee  to  pay  the  £400  on  the  29tli  of 
September,  1868,  and  any  further  advances  at  three  months  from 
the  respective  dates  of  such  advances,  if  required,  witli  interest  at 
£5  per  cent  half-yearly,  the  first  half-yearly  payment  to  be  made 
on  the  29th  of  September,  1868.  If  default  should  be  made  in 
payment  of  any  part  of  the  principal  within  three  months  after 
demand  in  writing,  or  in  case  interest  should  be  unpaid  on  any  of 
the  days  whereon  the  same  ought  to  be  paid,  or  in  case  the  mort- 
gagor should  become  bankrupt,  or  do  any  act  rendering  the  lease 
liable  to  be  taken  in  execution,  it  was  agreed  that  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  mortgagee  to  enter  into  possession.  The  mortgage 
also  contained  a  power  of  sale. 

Seatony  on  this  occasion,  paid  to  Twifford  £100  only,  Simpson 
paying  to  Twyford  £400,  the  residue  of  the  £500. 

On  the  28th  of  March,  1870,  the  firm  of  solicitors  of  which 
Twyford  was  a  member  wrote  to  Section^  reminding  him  that  half 
a  year  s  interest  on  the  mortgage,  amounting  to  £9  15s.,  was  due, 
and  letters  repeating  the  demand  followed  on  the  20th  of  June 
and  the  8th  cf  July. 

On  the  11th  of  July  Seaton  wrote  to  the  firm,  promising  a 
cheque  for  the  amount  within  a  week,  which,  however,  was  not  sent 

On  the  4th  of  August  the  firm  again  wrote,  threatening  proceed- 
ings ;  and  on  the  12th  of  August  Simpson  sued  out  a  writ  against 
Sealon,  demanding  payment  of  £1009  15a.  Ad.  for  debt  and  interest, 
and  £2  15a.  for  costs.  Indorsed  on  the  writ  were  the  following 
particulars  of  claim : — 

^'1870,  March  25.    To  amount  of  principal  and  interest  due 
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from  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff  upon  the  covenant  of  the  V.-c.  B. 

Defendant  contained  in  a  certain  indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  1870 

9th  day  of  May,  1868,  £409  158. 10(2. ;  and  the  Plaintiff  also  claims  si^K 

interest  on  the  sum  of  £400  from  the  25th  of  March,  1870,  till  tw^rd 

payment  or  judgment.*'  — ► 

On  the  18th  of  September,  Twyford  was  applied  to  by  Tliomas 
F.  Mason,  the  ground  landlord  of  the  premises,  for  two  quarters' 
ground-rent  (£60  a  year);  and  on  the  20th  of  September  the 
firm  wrote  to  Beaton,  mentioning  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  and 
threatening  ejectment. 

On  the  4th  of  October  the  firm  were  informed  by  Mason  that 
SecUon  had  sent  him  a  cheque  for  the  three  quarters'  rent  due  to 
the  29th  of  September,  1870. 

Declaration  in  the  action  was  delivered  on  the  24th  of  October. 
The  Plaintiff  declared  upon  the  covenant,  and  also  on  the  ordinary 
money  counts. 

On  the  Ist  of  November,  1870,  Edtoin  Smith,  Seaton^s  then  soli- 
citor, wrote  to  Twyford  a  letter  stating  that  his  client  had  left  with 
him  £20  to  pay  two  half-years'  interest,  requesting  Timfford  to  let 
him  know  the  amount  of  his  costs,  and  offering  to  pay  the  same. 
The  writer  also  requested  an  answer  at  once,  as  that  was  the  last 
day  of  pleading  to  the  action. 

On  the  same  day  TMoyfiyrXs  firm  replied,  stating  that  they  were 
instructed  to  compel  payment  of  principal  and  interest ;  but  that 
their  client  might  be  disposed  to  agree  to  a  settlement  on  certain 
terms,  which  they  proceeded  to  specify. 

To  the  special  count  in  the  action,  the  Defendant  pleaded  that 
the  alleged  deed  was  not  his ;  and  to  the  rest,  never  indebted. 
Thereupon  issue  was  joined. 

Between  the  3rd  and  14th  of  November  Seaton  wrote  to  Twyford, 
and  also  to  his  firm,  asking  for  a  copy  of  the  mortgage  deed ;  but 
the  request  was  not  then  complied  with. 

On  the  14th  Sealon  again  wrote  to  Taoyford,  complaining  of  his 
oppressive  conduct,  and  accusing  him  of  endeavouring  to  take  an 
unfair  advantage  of  the  writer's  confidence  in  him  regarding  the 
purchase.  Seaton  said :  **  You  will  recollect  that  I  had  no  legal 
adviser  acting  for  me,  as  I  relied  entirely  on  fair  and  honourable 
Vol.  XI.  2  F  2 
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V.-O.  B.     treatment  at  your  hands."     He  farther  observed  that  it  would 

1870        seem  he  (Ttoji/ord)  wanted  to  back  out  of  his  agreement  on  the 

SiMoir      ground  that  his  uncle,  8imp9ony  was  not  bound  by  it,  but  that  it 

*^'  was  plain  that  he  and  Simpson  were  one  and  the  same ;  and  that, 

at  any  rate,  he  would  be  forced  to  keep  to  his  agreement 

On  the  15th  of  November  Twyford^s  firm  wrote  to  Smithy  ac- 
knowledging having  received  two  letters  from  SecUon,  which  they 
had  thought  it  unnecessary  to  answer ;  and  that  they  should  be 
happy  to  see  him  and  confer  in  the  matter. 

On  the  16th  Smith  wrote  to  say  the  proper  course  would  be  to 
withdraw  the  record,  and  that  thereupon  he  would  pay  the  £20 
due  for  interest,  with  costs  up  to  the  time  of  the  writer  s  former 
letter,  and  (although  the  writer  considered  his  correspondents  not 
entitled  to  them)  costs  out  of  pocket  to  that  date. 

On  the  17th  of  November  the  action  was  tried,  and,  beiag 
undefended,  judgment  was  given  for  the  Plaintiff  at  law. 

On  the  28th  of  November  Twyford  *sent  to  Seaton's  present 
solicitor  a  copy  of  the  mortgage  deed. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  1st  of  December,  1870,  by  Sedon 
against  Twyford  and  Simpson,  alleging  that  at  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment of  April,  1868,  Tv)yford  was  acting  as  solicitor  and  agent  for 
the  Plaintiff;  that  the  Plaintiff  executed  the  deed  of  the  9th  of 
May,  1868,  fully  believing  that  his  interest  under  the  agreement  of 
the  24th  of  April,  1868,  was  about  to  be  carried  out  by  means  of 
the  assignment  and  mortgage ;  not  intending  or  agreeing  to  waive 
such  agreement ;  without  having  had  it  explained  to  him  that  the 
mortgage  was  inconsistent  with  the  agreement ;  without  indepen- 
dent advice  or  assistance ;  and  without  having  perused  the  mortgage 
deed,  or  had  it  read  over  to  him ;  and  charging  that  the  Defendant 
Simpson  had  notice  of  the  agreement  of  the  24th  of  April,  1868 ; 
and  that  he  and  Twyford  knew,  as  the  fact  was,  that  the  agreement 
had  not  been  waived  or  abandoned ;  and  that  Simpson  had  been, 
as  the  nominee  and  friend  and  relation  of  Twyford,  substituted  in 
his  place  and  stead  under  the  agreement,  and  was  bound  by  the 
terms  of  it. 

The  bill  prayed  that  Simpson  might  be  restrained  from  pro- 
ceeding to  execution  in  the  action,  and  from  commencing  or 
prosecuting  any  proceedings  at  law  against  the  Plaintiff  in  relation 
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to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit,  and  from  selling  or  dealing     V.-O.  B. 
with  the  premises  comprised  in  the  mortgage  deed ;  that  Twyford       1870 
might  be  decreed  specifically  to  perform  the  agreement  of  the      skatoh 
24th  of  April,  1868 ;  and,  if  necessary,  for  the  rectification  of  the    «   ^' 
mortgage  deed.  

On  the  3rd  of  December  the  Defendant  Twyford  filed  an  aflS- 
davit  stating  that  the  intention,  at  the  time  the  agreement  of  April, 
1868,  was  signed,  was  that,  if  Beaton  did  not  punctually  pay  the 
ground-rent  and  interest,  the  agreement  was  to  be  void.  He  denied 
that  at  the  date  of  the  agreement  he  was  acting  as  solicitor  or  agent 
for  the  Plaintiff.  He  said  he  did  not  inform  Simpson  of  the  agree- 
ment of  April,  1868,  not  thinking  it  would  be  a  prudent  thing  for 
Simpson  to  lend  the  £400  for  any  term.  He  considered  that  the 
agreement  was  a  matter  entirely  between  Seaton  and  himself,  and 
accordingly,  prior  to  the  execution  by  Seaton  of  the  mortgage  on 
the  9th  of  May,  1868,  he  explained  to  Section  that  the  mortgage  did 
not  contain  any  clause  binding  Simpson  to  lend  the  money  for  a  term 
of  five  years ;  but  that  he,  Seaton,  might  rely  on  deponent's  assurance 
that,  as  long  as  the  ground-rent  and  interest  were  punctually  paid, 
{{Simpson  shotdd  require  his  money,  deponent  would  make  arrange- 
ments for  a  transfer  of  the  mortgage  without  putting  Seaton  to  any 
expense.  Deponent  said  that  Seaton  expressed  himself  satisfied  with 
this  assurance,  and  that  no  allusion  was  then  made  by  him  or  by 
deponent  to  the  agreement  of  April,  1868.  Deponent  denied  the 
allegation  in  the  bill  above-mentioned ;  said  that  he  offered  to  read 
the  mortgage,  but  that  Seaton  said  he  did  not  wish  to  have  the 
same  read  to  him.  Deponent  accordingly  shewed  Seaton  the 
mortgage,  which  was  on  a  printed  form,  and  explained  the  nature 
of  it  to  him.  Deponent  further  said  that,  considering  the  matter 
of  a  personal  nature,  he  told  Seaton  he  did  not  wish  to  make 
the  usual  professional  charges ;  and  that,  \mder  the  circumstances, 
his  firm  would  be  satisfied  if  Seaton  paid  £12  lOs.  for  the  costs 
of  the  purchase  and  mortgage,  including  stamps  and  disburse- 
ments, and  that  Seaton  declined  to  have  any  bill  furnished  to  him. 
Deponent  admitted  that  he  acted  as  solicitor  of  Simpson. 

The  Plaintiff,  in  an  affidavit  filed  the  same  day,  said  that,  on  the 

9th  of  May,  1868,  he  attended  at  the  Defendant  Tim/ford*s  office, 

when  the  deeds  of  the  9th  of  May,  1868,  were  produced,  ready 

2  r2  2 
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V.-O.  B.     prepared.    "The  Defendant,  A.  8.  Tun/ford,  on  that  occasion  read 
1870        to  me  parts  of  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage,  but  he  did  not 

Skatoh  explain  to  me  that  the  principal  money  secured  thereby  was  not 
to  remain  on  mortgage  for  five  years.  He  stated  that  the  Defen- 
dant G.  A,  Simpson  was  a  friend  of  his,  and  that  he  had  put  in 
his  name  as  mortgagee  instead  of  his  own  name  as  a  matter  of 
convenience,  but  that  it  would  be  all  the  same  as  if  his  own  name 
had  been  inserted  as  the  lender  of  the  money,  or  words  to  that 
effect." 

On  the  6th  of  December,  by  special  leave,  the  Court  was  moved, 
on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  for  an  injunction  in  the  terms  of  the 
first  paragraph  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  WiOcock,  QC,  and  Mr.  Terrdl,  for  the  Plaintiff:  — 
The  Defendant  Twijfordy  having  acted  as  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor 
in  the  matter  of  the  agreement  of  April,  1868,  was  bound  to  have 
protected  his  interest  on  the  occasion  of  the  mortgage,  and  to  have 
inserted  a  clause  that  the  mortgage-money  was  to  remain  for  five 
years. 

Simpson^  who  was  merely  Twyford^s  nominee,  having  full  notice 
of  the  agreement,  acted  inequitably  in  bringing  the  action ;  and  the 
Court  will  restrain  execution  on  that  ground,  without  insisting  that 
the  money  recovered  in  the  action  be  brought  into  Court 

Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  Thursian  Holland,  for  the  Defen- 
dants : — 

The  fact  of  Twyford  having  acted  as  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  is 
denied. 

Where  there  is  a  proviso  in  a  mortgage  that  the  money  shall 
remain  for  a  certain  term,  the  common  form  is  that  the  proviso  is 
to  be  conditional  on  punctual  payment  of  interest :  Davidson's 
Conveyancing  (1).  Can  it  be  held  to  have  been  the  meaning  of 
this  agreement,  that  the  Plaintiff  might  go  on  for  five  years  refusing 
to  pay  interest  ? 

The  agreement  of  April,  1868,  was,  in  fact,  abandoned  ;  and  the 
mortgage  to  Simpson  was  an  alteration  of  the  whole  transaction. 

The  Plaintiff  in  equity  might  have  filed  equitable  pleas  in  the 
action. 

(1)  2nd  Ed.  vol.  ii.  pp.  749,  750. 
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That  a  mortgagor  for  a  terra  certain  is  bound  to  pay  interest,  or     V.-O.  B. 
submit  to  a  decree  for  foreclosure  or  sale,  appears  from  Barrowes       1870 
V.  Molloy  (1),  Edwards  v.  Martin  (2),  and  Ex  parte  Bignold  (3).  Seatok 

Mr.  WiUcooh,  in  reply  : — 

In  the  cases  cited  there  was  a  breach  of  an  express  condition. 

In  this  agreement  there  is  no  such  proviso  as  that  which  occurs 
in  the  common  form  which  has  been  referred  to.  The  Plaintiflf 
cannot,  upon  mere  presumption,  be  held  to  have  intended  to  accede 
to  such  a  condition  as  this.  Wliere  an  agreement  is  certain,  no 
qualification  can  be  annexed. 

It  is  idle  to  say  that  the  mortgagor  might  have  gone  on  for  five 
years  without  paying  interest.  The  mortgagee  has  always  his 
remedy  by  action  for  the  interest. 

The  original  contract  of  April,  1868,  was  never  superseded. 
Tmjf&ri  admits  that  Simpson  stood  in  his  stead. 

The  mortgage  is  in  the  name  of  Simpson,  How,  then,  could 
equitable  pleas  have  been  pleaded?  Can  a  CJourt  of  Law  qualify 
the  terms  of  a  deed  ? 

A  Defendant  at  law,  having  a  good  equitable  defence,  as  well  as 
a  good  legal  defence,  is  not  bound  to  go  into  evidence  at  law,  but 
may  submit  to  judgment  at  law,  and  afterwards  file  a  bill :  BiUage 

v,  Southee  (4). 

Even  if  he  had  pleaded  equitable  pleas,  he  would  not  have 
been  precluded  from  suing  here :  Waterlow  v.  Bacon  (5). 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  :— 

I  re<^ret  very  much  that  there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence  as  to 
certain  facts  in  this  case.  The  time  will  or  may  come  when  that 
difference  may  be  decided  upon,  but  at  present  I  not  only  have  not 
sufficient  means  to  decide  it,  but  it  is  not  at  all  necessary,  in  my 
view  of  the  case,  that  I  should  decide  it. 

This  much  is  agreed  between  the  parties,  that  upon  the  treaty 
for  the  purchase,  the  written  agreement,  which  is  stated  in  the 

(1)  8  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  482 ;  S.  C,  2  J.  tfc  (3)  3  Deao.  151 ;  S.  C,  3  M.  &  A. 
J.at.  521.  477. 

(2)  26  L,  J.  (Cb.)  284.  (4)  9  Hare,  534. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  5}4. 
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V.-G.  B.     first  paragraph  of  the  bill,  was  come  to  between  the  Plaintiff  and 

1870       Mr.  Twyfordy  by  which  Mr.  Twyford  agreed  to  advance  £400  by 

Skatoh      ^&y  of  mortgage  at  £5  per  cent.,  and  that  the  sum  should  not  be 

TwtwsD     ^^^^  ^  ^^^  *^®  ^®^*  fi^®  years. 
An  action  has  been  brought,  declaration  delivered,  plea  pleaded, 

and  judgment  recovered.  Under  these  circumstances  this  bill  is 
filed,  which  asks,  in  the  first  instance,  an  injunction  to  prevent  the 
execution  of  that  judgment,  and  also  to  prevent  the  Plaintiff  from 
exercising  his  power  of  sale ;  and  then,  that  the  Defendant  may  be 
decreed  to  carry  into  execution  and  perform  the  agreement  of 
April,  1868  ;  that  is  to  say,  it  is  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement  mentioned  in  the  first  paragraph  of  the  bill. 

Now,  assuming,  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  discussion,  that 
the  suit  can  be  sustained  for  that  purpose,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  have  specific  performance  of  that  agreement,  the  decree 
would  of  necessity  declare  his  right  in  that  respect,  and  if  the 
parties  did  not  agree^  refer  it  to  the  proper  place  to  settle  the 
terms  of  a  mortgage  deed.  But  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  open 
to  question  that,  if  the  case  were  taken  into  Chambers  for 
the  purpose  of  preparing  a  mortgage  deed  under  such  a  decree 
as  I  have  mentioned,  the  mortgage  would  not  be  in  the  most 
ordinary  form,  giving  five  years  to  pay  the  mortgage-money,  but 
making  it  a  condition  of  that  postponement  that  the  interest 
in  the  meantime  should  be  paid.  The  failure  to  pay  the  interest 
would,  in  a  mortgage  prepared  in  the  most  ordinary  form,  release 
the  mortgagee  from  the  necessity  of  waiting  five  years  before  he 
exercised  such  powers  as  a  mortgagee  possesses.  It  is  difficult  to  con- 
ceive a  mortgage  that  could  be  framed  in  any  other  way.  That  that 
is  the  true  principle,  the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  prove 
beyond  all  doubt,  if  it  were  in  question ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  it  is 
open  to  no  question.  The  mortgagor  who  stipulates  that  he  shall 
have  five  years  to  pay  the  mortgage-money,  must  of  necessity, 
whether  it  is  expressed  or  not,  undertake  at  the  same  time  that,  if 
he  fails  to  do  that  which  is  incumbent  upon  him  during  the  period 
of  five  years  to  do,  the  restriction  upon  the  mortgagee  shall  there- 
upon cease.  The  cases  before  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley,  and 
before  Xord  8t  Leonardos  in  Ireland,  and  the  case  in  the  Court  of 
Beview,  which  is  not  less  strong  than  the  other  two,  recognise  and 


VOL.  XL]  EQUITY  OASES.  599 

adopt  that  principle  as  ^the  clear  rule  of  law.     Li  bankruptcy     V.-a  B. 
the  assignees  would  have  very  good  reason  to  say,  and  it  might        1870 
be  to  their  interest  to  say,  that  there  was  a  stipulation  that  the      seTtozc 
mortgage  debt  should  not  be  paid  off  for  five  years ;  and  it  might    .j*- 

be  disadvantageous  to  the  bankrupt's   estate  that  a  sale  should       

take  place  earlier  than  five  years.  There  might  be  a  variety  of 
circumstances  which  would  perfectly  justify  that  contention,  in 
reason,  and  in  the  interest  of  the  creditors.  But  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Beview  is  very  plain,  that,  default  having  been  made, 
there  was  a  right  to  foreclose  (for  a  sale  in  bankruptcy  is  exactly 
similar  to  a  foreclosure,  or  to  a  decree  for  sale  in  a  foreclosure 
suit),  and  it  was  held  there,  and,  I  think,  properly  held,  that  the 
assignees  could  offer  no  effectual  objection  to  the  claim  of  the 
mortgagee  to  have  a  present  realisation  of  his  security. 

If  that  is  so  upon  general  principles,  how  much  stronger  the 
principle  becomes  when  applied  to  this  individual  case.  Here 
is  a  small  leasehold  house,  held  for  not  a  long  term,  burdened 
with  a  large  ground-rent,  and  further  burdened  with  the  payment 
of  the  interest  upon  the  mortgage  debt.  It  is  to  the  mortgagee's 
interest,  for  the  very  preservation  of  his  security,  that  the 
ground-rent  should  be  paid.  It  is  his  right  that  he  should 
receive  the  stipulated  amount  of  interest  upon  his  mortgage- 
money.  Upon  that  footing  he  enters  into  this  transaction,  and 
the  argument  at  the  Bar  seems  to  assume  that,  because  the 
written  agreement  stipulates  for  five  years  as  the  period  of  the 
forbearance  of  the  mortgagee  to  call  in  the  principal,  therefore  he  is 
to  be  at  the  mercy  of  the  mortgagor  all  that  time,  who  may 
forfeit  the  lease,  and  who  may  expose  the  persons  preceding  the 
mortgagee  in  title — I  mean  the  original  lessee,  and  Mr.  Twyford^ 
who  is  an  assignee  from  him — to  the  chance  of  being  called  upon  for 
the  payment  of  the  ground-rent.  Such  a  stipulation  as  I  have 
suggested  would,  of  necessity,  in  my  opinion,  be  inserted  in  a 
mortgage  deed,  if  the  Court  had  made  a  decree  for  the  specific 
performance  of  that  agreement. 

Then  what  are  the.  facts  not  in  dispute  ?  That  at  a  very  early 
period  after  this  transaction  the  mortgagor  is  wholly  in  default ;  he 
does  not  pay  the  ground-rent ;  an  action  is  brought  against  him 
for  the  interest ;  the  landlord  threatens  to  proceed,  not  against 


V. 

TwnoBD. 


GOO  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  B. 

V.-O.  B.     hiin,  but  against  the  persons  who  precede  him  in  title ;  and  at 
1870       length  he  does  pay  the  ground  landlord,  and  he  does  offer,  in  a 

BcAToir  fashion,  but  not  at  all  a  satisfactory  one,  to  pay  the  interest  (I 
refer  particularly  to  Mr.  Smith's  letter).  Can  it  be  said  that,  sup- 
posing the  agreement  was  clearer  and  more  distinct  than  it  is — 
supposing  that  specific  performance  of  it  were  decreed  and  ordered 
actually  to  be  carried  into  effect — there  is  any  reason  why,  after 
what  has  taken  place  in  this  matter,  there  should  now  be  any 
restraint  upon  the  mortgagee  ? 

I  have  said  in  the  course  of  the  discussion  that  I  was  not  con- 
yinced  that  an  equitable  plea  might  not  have  been  pleaded  to  the 
action  brought  by  the  mortgagee.  I  remain  unconvinced  upon 
that  subject,  although  I  admit  that  there  is  great  weight  in  what 
Mr.  WiUcoch  has  said ;  and  that  the  difficulties  which  a  Court 
of  Law  might  be  under,  in  making  an  effectual  and  complete 
decision  between  the  parties,  might  preclude  the  success  of  such 
a  plea.  But  every  one  of  those  considerations  only  shews  more 
forcibly  that,  the  Plaintiff's  case  being  such  as  it  was,  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  him  to  have  come  to  this  Court  at  an  earlier  period. 
Between  the  12th  of  March  and  the  beginning  of  December,  when 
the  suit  was  instituted,  he  had  abundant  opportunity  of  bringing 
his  case  before  the  Court.  He  suffers  the  proceedings  at  law  to  go 
on;  he  makes  no  effort  to  plead  an  equitable  plea,  so  that  the 
question  whether  it  would  succeed  or  not  cannot  now  be  properly 
considered ;  he  waits  until  a  judgment  is  obtained  against  him, 
and  then  he  applies  to  this  Court,  and  upon  the  equitable  grounds 
suggested  in  his  bill  he  desires  this  Court  to  deprive  the  mortgagee 
of  the  fruits  of  that  judgment  which  he  has  obtained.  In  my 
opinion  the  Plaintiff  comes,  upon  that  ground,  very  late ;  I  do  not 
say  positively  too  late ;  but  upon  the  other  ^ground  which  I  have 
mentioned,  namely,  that,  if  he  had  had  a  mortgage  deed  prepared 
according  to  the  full  extent  of  every  right  that  he  could  lawfully 
assert  under  the  terms  of  that  agreement^  yet,  being  in  default  for 
non-payment  of  the  interest,  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  restrain 
the  mortgagee  from  exercising  the  powers  which  a  mortgage  deed 
properly  constituted  would  have  conferred  upon  him,  and  which, 
upon  this  hearing,  it  must  be  implied  are  contained  in  the  terms  of 
the  agreement, 
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I  am  of  opinioD,  therefore,  that  I  cannot  grant  any  injnnctioD,     V.-0.  B. 
except  upon  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiff  paying  into  Court  the  whole        1870 
of  the  money  ^vrhich  has  been  recoyered  in  the  action  at  law.  8iatoh 

[After  some  discussion  the  order  made  was,  that  the  motion  be    Ttvttord. 
refused,  unless  the  Plaintiff  should  bring  the  money  into  Court 
within  a  week.    The  costs,  including  the  costs  in  the  action,  were 
ordered  to  be  costs  in  the  cause.] 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  C.  P.  Pritehard. 
Solicitors   for   the   Defendant :    Messrs.    Walker,  Twyford,  & 
Bdward. 


Feb.  25. 


ASTON  V.  MEREDITH.  V.-O.  B. 

Pfwrftcc— PaWt^tbn— 5ofo— 31  <fc  32  Vict,  c,  40,  «.  4.  ^^^ 

A  sale  may  be  decreed  nDder  the  Partition  Act,  1868,  although  the  bill 
contains  no  prayer  for  partition. 

GhABLES  MEREDITH,  by  his  will,  dated  the  7th  of  June, 
1841,  devised  real  estate  to  the  use  of  John  Lipirott  Oreavea  and 
Joseph  Brown,  upon  trust,  after  decease  and  failure  of  children  of 
his  daughter  Frances  Meredith,  for  all  and  every  his  nephews  and 
nieces,  children  of  his  sister  Louisa  Ann  Twamley,  and  his  brothers 
John,  Henry,  and  George,  who  should  be  living  at  the  decease  of 
his  daughter,  and  who  should  attain  twenty-oue  or  marry,  as 
tenants  in  common ;  and  also  the  issue  then  living,  who  should 
attain  twenty-one  or  marry,  of  any  of  his  said  nephews  or  nieces 
who  might  have  died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  daughter,  such  issue  to 
take  per  stirpes  as  tenants  in  common.  He  appointed  the  above- 
named  trustees  his  executors. 

The  testator  died  on  the  14th  of  June,  1843.  The  executors 
renounced  probate,  and  never  accepted  or  acted  in  the  trusts ;  and 
the  testator's  brother  and  heir-at-law,  John  Meredith,  conveyed  the 
freeholds  to  the  use  of  himself  and  the  Plaintiff  John  Aston, 

Testator's  daughter  Frances  died  in  1868,  without  having  had 
issue. 

Louisa  Ann  Twamley  died  in  1840,  having  had  one  child,  Louisa 
Ann,  wife  of  Charles  Meredith. 
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V.-O.  B.         John  Meredith  died  in  1850,  having  had  one  child,  the  Plaintiff, 
1871       Lucy  Louisa  Ann,  wife  of  the  Plaintiff  John  Aston, 
j^gix)j(  Henry  Meredith  died  on  the  2l8t  of  May,  1841,  having  had  two 

-,    ^'         children,  one  of  whom  died  in  December,  1819,  an  infant.    The 
—       other  was  the  Defendant  Henry  Meredith. 

Oeorge  Meredith  died  in  1856,  having  had  eleven  children, 
namely,  Oeorge,  who  died  in  the  year  1836,  never  having  been 
married;  Sarah Paynter^ wido^ ;  Louisa BeU,mdow;  SdbinaBoyes, 
widow;  Charles;  John;  Maria,yf]S.Qoi  Joseph  Henry  Kay  ;  Edwin; 
Clara  Dry,  widow ;  Fanny,  wife  of  Francis  Seymour  Oaynor  ;  and 
Bosina  Despard,  who  died  before  1 868,  leaving  one  child,  Frederiea 
Mary,  now  an  infant. 

The  bill  was  filed  in  April,  1869,  stating  the  above  facts,  and 
that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  Meredith,  Mrs.  Boyes,  Charles  and  John 
Meredith,  Mrs.  Kay,  Edwin  Meredith,  Mrs.  Dry,  and  Miss  Despard 
were  oat  of  the  jurisdiction ;  and  alleging  as  follows  : — 

^^  Having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  property,  and  the  number 
of  the  pto-ties  interested  therein,  and  to  the  absence  abroad  or  dis- 
ability of  some  of  the  parties,  it  will  be  much  more  beneficial  to 
the  parties  interested  that  each  property  should  be  sold,  and  the 
proceeds  of  such  sale  distributed  amongst  such  parties  according 
to  their  rights  and  interests,  than  that  such  property  should  be 
partitioned  amongst  them." 

The  bill  then  prayed  for  a  sale,  without  any  prayer  for  a 
partition. 

On  the  11th  of  June,  1869,  a  decree  was  made,  upon  motion  for 
decree,  directing  inquiries  as  to  the  parties  interested. 

On  the  1st  of  October,  1869,  Mrs.  Poynter  died,  having  devised 
her  interest  in  the  real  estate  anto  and  to  the  use  of  James  OoodaU 
Francis,  Elizabeth  Sabina  Poynter,  Charles  Meredith  Poynter,  and 
Qeorge  Farhrace  Poynter,  and  their  heirs,  upon  trusts  for  sale, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  three  last-named  persons.  She  appointed 
the  same  four  persons  executors.  They  also  were  out  of  the 
jurisdiction. 

Notice  of  the  motion  for  decree  had  been  served  on  all  of  the 
above  persons  who  were  adults,  except  J.  O.  Francis,  and  on  the 
guardian  of  the  infiEmt. 
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The  cause  now  came  on  npon  further  consideration.  T.-O.  B. 

1871 

Mr.  L,  Fiddy  for  the  Plaintiffs : —  ^'^ 

ASTOK 

We  ask  for  a  sale :  Silver  v.  UdaU  (1).    All  the  parties  have    jj^^^J^ 
been  served,    in  accordance  with  Hurry  v.  Hurry  (2),    except 
J.  O.  FraneiSy  who  is  a  bare  trustee  of  a  power. 

It  should  be  stated,  however,  that  Lord  BomiUyy  in  a  case  of 
Tcall  V.  Watts  (3),  seems  to  have  thought  it  right  that  a  bill 
seeking  a  sale  under  the  Partition  Act  should  contain  a  prayer 
for  partition. 

Mr.  Durm,  for  the  Defendants,  supported  the  application,  which 
was  not  opposed. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  Y.C,  decreed  a  sale  of  the  property  in  the  usual 
form  ;  the  money  to  be  paid  into  Court,  subject  to  fiirther  order. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Fietd,  Boseoe,  Field,  &  Franeis,  agents  for 
Messrs.  Stone,  Paget,  &  BUbon,  Leicester. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  227.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  346. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  213. 
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Jeb.  20 ;      Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  8.  95,  sub^.  3 ;  «.  125 — LiquidaHon  by  ArrangenwU^ 
^ I,  •  Execution — Seizure  and  tkdt^Act  qf  Bankruptcy — Belation  hack^ 

llie  filing  of  a  Petition  for  liquidation  by  arrangement  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
"available  for  adjudication"  within  the  meaning  of  the  95th  section,  sub- 
sect.  3 ;  and  the  title  of  the  trustee  appointed  in  the  liquidation  relates  back 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  title  of  a  trustee  under  a  bankruptcy. 

Therefore,  where  a  Petition  for  liquidation  by  arrangement  bad  been  filed 
by  a  debtor  before  seizure  of  his  goods  under  an  execution,  and  notice  of  the 
filing  was  given  to  the  solicitors  of  the  execution  creditor  before  sale,  and  the 
goods  were  afterwards  sold  by  the  sheriff  to  the  solicitors,  who  were  restrained 
by  injunction  from  removing  them  :— 

Held,  that  the  goods  must  be  delivered  up  to  the  trustee  who  had  been 
appointed  in  the  liquidation. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Judge  of  the  CJounty 
Court  of  Wartoickshire,  held  at  Birmingham,  whereby  the  Appel- 
lants, Messrs.  Duignan,  Lewis,  d:  Lewis,  were  ordered  to  deliver  up, 
to  the  trustee  appointed  under  a  Petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment, certain  household  goods  and  f  amiture,  the  property  of  one  of 
the  petitioning  debtors,  and  also  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  proceodings 
in  the  Court  below. 

The  facts  were  as  follows :  Bissdl  Brothers  were  coal  merchants, 
carrying  on  business  in  partnership  in  Birmingham,  and  were 
indebted  to  Messrs.  Ov>en  &  Co,,  colliery  proprietors,  for  goods  sup- 
plied by  the  latter.  Before  the  4th  of  November,  1870,  Messrs. 
Owen  &  Co.  brought  an  action  for  their  debt.  On  the  4th  oi 
November,  1870,  the  debtors  signed  a  Petition  for  liquidation  by 
arrangement  under  the  Bankruptcy  Ad  of  1869,  in  Form  106, 
and  on  the  same  day  their  attorney  wrote  and  sent  the  following 
letter  to  the  Appellants,  who    were  the  attorneys   of   Messrs. 

Owen  (&  Co. : — 

"  8,  An7h  Street,  Birmingham, 

"Nov.  4,  1870. 

^'  Bissett  and  Another  v.  Owen  and  Others. 

*'  Dear  Sirs, — These  Defendants  have  consulted  us  in  reference 

to  their  affairs,  and    under  my  advice  they  have  signed  their 
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Petition  for  liquidation  by  arrangement,  and  I  shall  file  same  to- 
morrow morning.  I  give  you  this  notice  to  save  your  clients  any 
further  expense  in  going  on  with  their  action. 

'*  Yours  faithfuUv, 

*^  Joseph  Rowlands. 
" Messrfi.  Buignan^  Lewis,  dk  Lewis" 

Messrs.  Buignan  db  Co.  made  no  reply  to  this  letter,  and  on  the 
7th  of  November  signed  judgment  in  the  action  for  £47  13s.  6d., 
the  amount  of  the  debt  and  costs,  and  obtained  a  warrant  of  execu- 
tion, under  which,  on  the  8th  of  November,  the  sheriff's  officer 
took  possession  of  the  goods  in  question.  On  the  same  day  Heath, 
a  clerk  of  the  Appellants,  applied  to  the  sheriffs  ofiicer  to  sell  to 
the  Appellants,  for  their  own  use,  so  much  of  the  goods  seized  as 
would  realise  the  amount  of  the  execution  debt.  A  valuation  and 
inventory  was  accordingly  taken  by  an  auctioneer,  and  certain  of 
the  goods  were  by  him  appropriated  to  the  Appellants  at  the  price 
of  £47  135.  Gd.,  and  Heath  assented  to  the  appropriation,  and  in 
order  to  pay  the  purchase-money  produced  a  cheque,  which  had 
been  drawn  by  his  employers  in  favour  of  the  sheriff's  officer,  the 
amount  having  been  left  blank.  Before  the  cheque  was  filled  up, 
a  question  was  raised  whether  any  rent  was  due  to  the  landlord  of 
the  premises  upon  which  the  execution  had  been  levied,  and  the 
auctioneer's  clerk  left  the  room  to  make  inquiries  on  this  pointy  it 
being  previously  arranged  that,  in  the  event  of  any  rent  being  due, 
the  Appellants  should  buy  so  much  more  of  the  goods  as,  at  the 
price  at  which  they  had  been  valued,  would  make  up  the  amount 
of  such  rent.  Wliile  the  auctioneer's  clerk  was  absent  from  the 
room  for  the  above  purpose,  Thomas  F,  BisseU  arrived,  and  served 
upon  Heath  an  order,  which  had  on  that  day  been  obtained  from 
the  County  Court  Judge,  ordering  the  execution  creditors  to  with- 
draw from  possession.  Bissdl  was  informed  that  the  order  came  too 
late,  as  the  sale  had  already  taken  place,  and  shortly  afterwards 
the  auctioneer's  clerk  returned,  having  ascertained  that  no  rent 
was  due.  Upon  this  Heaih,  notwithstanding  the  opposition  to  his 
so  doing  which  was  offered  by  Bissdl,  filled  up  the  cheque  to  th^ 
amount  of  £47  135.  Qd,,  and  handed  it  to  the  auctioneer's  clerk,  and 
obtained  his  receipt  for  it.  The  goods  were  not  removed,  and  in 
obedience  to  the  injunction  the  sheriffs  officer  withdrew,  but,  at 
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the  request  of  EeaOi,  left  two  of  his  men  in  possession  as  bailiffs 
for  the  Appellants. 

On  the  11th  of  November  an  order  was  made  restraining  the 
Appellants  from  removing  the  goods.  On  the  25th  of  November  the 
first  meeting  of  creditors  was  held,  and  a  resolution  for  liquidation 
by  arrangement  under  the  125th  section  was  passed,  and  a  trustee 
appointed.  On  the  29th  of  November  the  order  appealed  against 
was  made. 

The  following  admission,  signed  by  the  attorneys  on  both  sides, 
was  in  evidence : — 

"  Re  BisseU  Brothers. 

«  23rd  Nov.,  1870. 

''  It  is  admitted  that  Mr.  Badkam,  the  sheriff's  officer,  informed 
the  clerk  to  Messrs.  Duignan,  Levns,  &  Lewis,  who  was  sent  over 
by  them  to  purchase  the  goods  in  question,  that  he  was  informed 
that  the  above-named  debtors  had  filed  their  Petition.  This  state- 
ment was  made  by  Mr.  Badham  after  seizing,  but  before  the 
alleged  sale." 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Everitt^  for  the  Appellants : — 

Where  seizure  has  been  made  before  any  act  of  bankruptcy  by  the 
debtor,  an  execution  is  good  against  the  trustee,  and  does  not  require 
protection :  Edwards  v.  SearshrooJc  (1) ;  Ex  parte  Todhunter  (2). 

Here  there  has  been  no  act  of  bankruptcy.  Filing  a  Petition 
for  liquidation  by  arrangement,  at  all  events  when  the  liquidation 
proceeds,  is  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy :  Monk  v.  Sharp  (3) ;  Ex  parte 
Harrison  (4).  The  case  of  In  re  Jones,  before  your  Honour  on  the 
25th  of  February,  1870,  did  not  decide  the  point.  The  Petition  in 
that  case  was  ordered  to  be  amended  so  as  to  shew  that  the  liquida- 
tion was  not  proceeded  with,  but  that  a  bankruptcy  was  resolved 
upon.  The  Petition  is  not  made  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  any  express 
provisions  of  the  statute ;  and  although  a  Petition  in  Form  106 
contains  a  statement  by  the  debtor  of  his  inability  to  pay  his 
debts,  that  does  not  constitute  an  act  of  bankruptcy  within  the 
meaning  of  sect  6,  subnsect.  4,  of  the  Act  of  1869,  being  filed  alio 
intuitu,  and  not  '*  in  the  prescribed  manner."  Sect.  184  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Act  of  1849  is  not  repeated  in  the  new  Act,  and  in  the 


(1)  3  B.  &  S.  280. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  425. 


(3)  2  H.  &  N.  540. 

(4)  26  L.  J.  (Bkcy.)  80. 
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absence  of  express  enactment  to  the  contrary,  the  ezecntion  would 
be  good  even  if  there  had  been  no  valid  sale :  Morland  v.  PdlaU  (1) ; 
Parsons  v.  Lhyd  (2) ;  Eiwards  v.  Scarsbrook  (3).  If  the  184th 
section  of  the  Act  of  1849  were  still  in  force,  it  would  not  affect 
us,  because  the  execution  was  completed  by  seizure  and  sale  before 
the  appointment  of  the  trustee,  which  is  equivalent  to  the  filing 
of  a  Petition  for  adjudication  in  bankruptcy.  The  order  of  the 
8th  of  November  was  too  late.  If  the  filing  of  a  Petition  for 
liquidation  by  arrangement  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  we  need 
the  protection  of  the  95th  section,  sub-sect.  3,  we  are  entitled  to  it, 
because  the  filing  of  the  Petition  cannot  be  said  to  be  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  '^  available  for  adjudication  "  within  the  meaning  of  the 
95th  section  (4) ;  the  express  object  of  the  Petition  being  to  avoid 
bankruptcy,  which,  if  the  liquidation  proceeds,  cannot  ensue,  and 
the  appointment  of  the  trustee,  and  not  the  filing  of  the  Petition, 
being,  by  sect.  125,  sub-sect.  7,  made  equivalent  to  the  presentation 
of  a  Petition  for,  or  the  order  of  adjudication  in  bankruptcy,  and 
the  execution  in  this  case  was  completed  by  seizure  and  sale  before 
the  appointment  of  the  trustee.  And,  moreover,  the  letter  of  the 
4th  of  November,  informing  us  that  the  Petition  had  been  signed, 
was  no  notice  of  the  filing :  Conway  v.  NaM  (5) ;  and  we  had  no 
sufficient  notice  before  seizure  and  sale. 

The  argument  on  the  other  side  must  be  that  the  liquidation  in 
all  cases  commences  with  the  Petition,  which  is  contrary  to  the 
125  th  section  of  the  Act,  sub-sect.  4,  which  expressly  provides 
that  ^^  the  liquidation  by  arraugement  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
commenced  as  from  the  date  of  the  appointment  of  the  trustee." 


O.  J.  B. 
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(1)  8  B.  &  0.  722. 
;   (2)  Law  Rep.  1  Ex.  307,  n. 

(3)  3  B.  &  S.  280. 

(4)  Sect.  95  and  sub-sect  3  are  as 
follows:  "Subject  and  without  pre- 
judice to  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
relating  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  and 
seizure  of  the  goods  of  a  trader,  and  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  avoiding  cer- 
tain settlements,  and  avoiding,  on  the 
ground  of  their  constituting  fraudulent 
preferences,  certain  conveyanoe8,charges, 
payments,  and  judicial  proceedings,  the 
following  transactions  by  and  in  relation 
to  the  property  of  a  bankrupt,  shall  be 


valid  notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of 
bankruptcy." 

"  Sub-sect  3.  Any  execution  or  attach- 
ment against  the  goods  of  any  bankrupt 
executed  in  good  faith  by  seizure  and 
sale  before  the  date  of  the  order  of  adju- 
dication, if  the  person  on  whose  account 
such  execution  or  attachment  was  issued 
had  not  at  the  time  of  the  same  being 
executed,  by  seizure  and  sale,  notice  of 
any  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by 
the  bankrupt,  and  available  against 
him  for  adjudication." 
(6)  1  C.  B.  643. 
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Mr.  Reed,  for  the  trustee : — 

Edwards  v.  ScarsbrooJc  (1)  is  inconsistent  with  Ex  parte  Tenets  (2) 
and  Ex  parte  Todhunter  (3),  and  only  decided  that,  in  order  to 
bring  a  case  within  the  protection  clause,  the  notice  referred  to  in 
that  clause  must  be  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed 
before  seizure. 

The  filing  a  Petition  for  liquidation  has  been  decided  by  your 
Honour  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy:  In  re  Jones  ;  and  it  is 
clearly  so  by  the  express  provision  of  the  Act  of  1869,  sect  6, 
sub-sect  4,  when  it  is  in  Form  106,  and  contains  a  declaration  of 
insolvency.  The  title  of  the  trustee  in  a  liquidation  relates  back 
to  the  filing  of  the  Petition :  Ex  parte  Todhunter.  If  the  con- 
tention on  the  other  side  could  be  supported,  if  a  debtor  file  a 
Petition  to-day  and  fix  a  meeting  of  creditors  some  weeks  hence, 
any  creditor  for  less  than  £50  may  put  in  an  execution  in  the 
interval. 

The  Petition  was  filed  before  seizure,  and  the  Appellants  had 
full  notice  of  it  If  the  letter  of  the  4th  of  November  was  not 
sufficient,  the  admitted  notice  to  their  clerk  on  the  8th  of  Novem- 
ber, before  the  alleged  sale,  certainly  was:  Pike  v.  Stephens (i); 
Spratt  V.  Hobhouse  (5) ;  Ramsey  v.  Eaicn  (6) ;  Hope  v.  Meek  (7) ; 
Udai  V.  Walton  (8)  ;  Bird  v.  Bass  (9) ;  and  therefore  the  execution 
will  not  be  protected. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  in  reply. 


March  6.  Sir  Jahes  Bacon,  C.J.,  after  stating  the  facts  and 
dates,  continued : — 

In  support  of  the  appeal  it  has  been  argued  that  the  filing  of  a 
Petition  by  a  debtor  is  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  that  it  is  not 
declared  to  be  so  by  any  express  terms  in  the  statute,  and  that  the 
object  and  purpose  of  the  Petition  is  to  avoid  bankruptcy ;  since, 
if  the  liquidation  by  arrangement  proceeds,  bankruptcy  cannot 
ensue,  and  that  for  this  reason  the  filing  the  Petition  ought  not 


(1)  3  B.  &  S.  280. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  419. 

(3)  Ibid,  426. 

(4)  17  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  282. 


(5)  4  Bing.  173. 

(6)  10  M.  &  W.  22. 

(7)  25  L.  J.  (Ex.)  11. 

(8)  14  M.  &  W.  254. 


(9)  6  Man.  &  G.  143. 
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to  be  held  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy  available  for  adjudication, 
because  in  that  case  no  adjudication  can  ever  take  place. 

Besides  this,  it  was  insisted  that,  even  if  the  filing  the  Petition 
was  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  Appellants  had  no  notice  of  it, 
for  that  the  letter  of  the  4th  of  November  only  announced  an 
intention  of  filing  the  Petition ;  and  it  was  contended  that^  before 
notice  reached  the  Appellants  that  the  Petition  had  been  filed,  the 
execution  was  completed  by  seizure  and  sale,  and  was  therefore 
protected  by  the  very  terms  of  the  95th  section. 

Now,  in  considering  the  question  thus  raised,  it  becomes  neces- 
sary to  have  regard  to  the  statute  now  in  force,  and  to  the  rules 
which  have  been  made  for  carrying  it  into  effect ;  which  rules  are 
declared,  by  the  78th  section,  to  be  within  the  powers  conferred  by 
the  Act,  and  to  be  of  the  same  force  as  if  they  were  enacted  by 
the  body  of  the  Act. 

The  law  in  bankruptcy  has  been  from  its  origin  the  creature  of 
legislative  enactment,  and  it  still  is  of  that  character,  although 
there  is  now  but  one  statute  by  which  the  law  is  declared.  By  the 
Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869,  and  the  Bepealing  Statute,  cap.  83,  all  the 
pre-existing  statutes  were  repealed,  and  a  new  law  of  bankruptcy 
was  established.  I  say  a  new  law,  because,  although  many  of  the 
principles  of  the  former  law  are  incorporated  in  the  present  statute, 
a  principle  wholly  new  was  at  the  same  time  introduced,  and  its 
most  prominent  features,  as  well  in  the  enactments  as  in  the  provi- 
sions, which  are  embodied  in  it  by  means  of  the  rules,  are  to  hand 
over  to  the  creditors  of  insolvents,  generally,  an  absolute  power  of 
determining  the  manner  in  which  and  the  terms  upon  which  the 
assets  of  a  debtor  who  is  found  to  be  bankrupt,  whether  in  con- 
sequence of  a  hostile  proceeding  originated  by  his  creditors,  or  by 
his  own  confession,  shall  be  administered  and  distributed. 

In  construing  and  carrying  into  practical  execution  the  pro- 
visions of  the  existing  law,  the  principle  I  have  adverted  to  is 
to  be  kept  in  view,  as  the  only  safe  guide.  The  object  of  the 
statute  is  in  this  respect  single,  namely,  the  securing  and  adminis- 
tering for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  all  the  property  of  which, 
when  the  proceedings  authorized  by  the  statute  commence,  the 
debtor  is  possessed.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  are  various,  but 
each  and  all  of  them  are  governed  by  the  principle  I  have  meu- 
VoL,X|.  2^  % 
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tioned.  Thns,  in  the  earlier  clauses  of  the  statute,  the  subject  of 
bankruptcy,  pure  and  simple,  is  alone  spoken  of  in  terms,  with  very 
ample  powers  over  the  realisation  and  distribution  of  the  debtor's 
property;  but  other  parts  of  the  statute,  especially  the  125th  and 
126th  sections,  enable  the  creditors  to  decide  whether  the  distribu- 
tion shall  be  made  upon  terms  to  which  a  majority  of  creditors 
shall  agree,  with  or  without  actual  bankruptcy,  or  by  means  of  a 
composition.  Nevertheless,  in  each  of  the  cases,  except  the  last, 
the  plain  purport  and  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  transfer  the  whole 
property  of  the  debtor  to  the  creditors,  for  the  purpose  of  equal 
distribution  among  them,  and  to  leave  in  the  debtor  neither  right 
nor  power  in  or  over  that  which,  before  his  inability  to  pay  his 
debts  was  declared,  was  his.  Although  it  was  thought  proper  to 
enact  the  law  relating  to  simple  bankruptcy  in  separate  clauses, 
yet  the  provisions  as  to  liquidation  by  arrangement  are,  by  refer- 
ence and  by  implication  strong  and  clear,  so  united  with  those 
clauses  as  to  make  one  entire,  complete,  and  harmonious  law  upon 
the  subjects  which  the  statute  comprehends. 

To  read  the  statute  in  any  other  sense  would,  in  my  judgment, 
lead  to  mere  confusion,  would  perpetuate  the  manifold  evils  which 
have  been  found  to  arise  from  the  decisions  which  have  been  pro- 
nounced upon  various  clauses  of  the  former  statutes,  not  always 
reconcileable  with  each  other,  still  less  with  what  was  obviously 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature — an  intention  sometimes  disap- 
pointed by  the  construction  put  upon  the  words  in  which  it  was 
expressed.  It  was  (as  I  think  cannot  be  questioned)  to  avoid  the 
recurrence  of  these  evils,  as  well  as  to  accomplish  the  new  object 
of  the  Legislature,  that  all  the  former  statutes  in  bankruptcy  were 
repealed,  and  the  present  Act  was  adopted,  as  containing  the  whole 
and  entire  statutory  law  in  bankruptcy,  including  in  that  word  the 
several  modes  by  which  the  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor  is  to 
be  dealt  with  by  his  creditors  for  their  common  benefit. 

With  this  view,  and  for  this  purpose,  the  12th  section  of  the  Act 
provides  that  no  creditor  who  has  a  debt  proveable  in  bankruptcy 
shall  have  any  remedy  against  the  property  or  person  of  the  bank- 
rupt in  respect  of  such  debt,  except  in  the  manner  directed  by  the 
Act.  The  Court  may,  at  any  time  after  the  presentation  of  a 
bankrupt  petition,  restrain  further  proceedings  in  any  action,  suit, 
execution,  or  other  legal  process  against  the  debtor  in  respect  of 
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any  debt  proveable  in  bankruptcy,  and  may  appoint  a  receiver. 
The  property  of  a  bankrupt  divisible  among  his  creditors  is  defined 
to  be  (sect.  15,  sub-sect.  3)  "  all  such  property  as  may  belong  to  or 
be  vested  in  the  bankrupt  at  the  commencement  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy." By  sect.  11,  the  doctrine  of  relation,  which  has  given  rise 
formerly  to  much  doubt,  and  to  litigation  which  was  not  always 
satisfactory  in  its  results,  nor  consistent  with  the  pervading  prin- 
ciple of  the  law  in  bankruptcy,  is  put  upon  a  plain  and  intelligible 
footing,  and  is  to  commence  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
being  completed  on  which  the  order  is  made  adjudging  the  debtor 
to  be  bankrupt.  And  by  the  92nd  section,  for  the  first  time, 
fraudulent  preferences  are  made  the  subject  of  express  enactment. 
The  95th  section,  to  which  frequent  reference  has  been  made 
during  the  discussion,  enacts : — [His  Lordship  here  read  the  95th 
section  and  its  8rd  sub-section.] 

The  subject  of  bankruptcy  simple  being  dealt  with  by  the  first 
five  divisions  of  the  statute,  the  6th  part  deals  with  liquidation  by 
arrangement,  and  the  5th  sub-section  of  sect.  125  provides : — [His 
Lordship  read  sub-sects.  5,  7,  11,  and  12  of  the  125th  section.] 

The  modifications  mentioned  in  sub-sect.  7  are  particularly  ex- 
pressed in  sub-sect.  9,  and  relate  to  the  audit  of  accounts,  the  dose 
of  the  liquidation,  the  discharge  of  the  debtor,  and  the  release  of  the 
trustee — over  which  subjects  the  creditors  have  absolute  power ;  but 
with  these  exceptions  (which  have  no  relation  to  the  present  case), 
as  I  read  and  understand  the  Act,  the  several  statutory  provisions 
I  have  before  mentioned  apply  in  their  full  force  to  liquidation  by 
arrangement,  in  like  manner,  and  to  the  same  extent,  as  they  do  to 
cases  of  plain  bankruptcy ;  and  this  view  appears  to  me  to  be  fully 
confirmed  by  the  rules  which  have  been  made  on  this  subject,  and 
which  are  of  the  same  force  as  positive  enactments.  Thus,  Kule  252 
directs,  that  the  proceedings  shall  be  instituted  by  the  debtor  by 
petition  and  aflSdavit  in  the  Form  106  in  the  schedule,  whereby  the 
debtor  petitioning  for  liquidation  by  arrangement  alleges  "that  he 
is  unable  to  pay  his  debts."  By  the  form  of  the  declaration,  which 
by  sect.  6,  sub-sect.  4,  is  declared  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  in  like 
manner  the  debtor  says,  "  I  admit  I  am  unable  to  pay  my  debts ;" 
and  seeing  that  power  is  given  to  the  Court  to  adjudge  a  petitioning 
debtor  bankrupt  for  any  suflScient  cause,  I  hold  it  to  be  unquestion- 
able, that  from  the  moment  at  which  a  debtor  files  a  Petition  in 
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the  Fonn  106,  he  has  done  an  act  which,  in  the  words  of  the  95th 
section,  is  ayailable  against  him  for  adjudication,  and  by  which  act 
alone  the  Court  can  find  the  foundation  for  an  order  adjudging  him 
bankrupt.  The  Court  must  be  the  same  as  that  to  which  a  Bank- 
ruptcy Petition  would  be  presented  (Kule  253).  The  like  power  is 
given  to  the  Court,  at  any  time  after  the  presentation  of  a  Petition, 
to  grant  injunctions  against  actions  or  executions,  or  to  appoint 
a  receiver,  as  in  Bankruptcy  (Rule  260).  TChe  Court  may  adju- 
dicate the  Petitioner  bankrupt  either  with  a  stay  of  proceedings  or 
absolutely  (Rules  266,  267).  Debts  which  would  be  proveable  in 
bankruptcy  at  the  institution  of  the  proceedings  may  be  proved,  and 
proofs  are  to  be  made  in  like  manner  in  every  respect  as  in  bank- 
ruptcy (Rides  271,  272).  Every  creditor  in  respect  of  a  proveable 
debt  shall,  in  the  event  of  a  liquidation  being  resolved  upon,  be 
restrained  from  commencing,  continuing,  or  enforcing  any  pro- 
ceedings whatsoever  against  the  debtor  or  his  property,  unless  the 
Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  estate  would  yield  a  larger  divi- 
dend if  administered  in  bankruptcy  (Rule  289),  and  provision  is 
made  for  the  occurrence  of  bankruptcy  during  the  continuance  of  a 
liquidation  by  arrangement  (Rule  290).  In  these  and  all  the  other 
regulations  which  are  established,  the  possibility  of  actual  bank- 
ruptcy being  adopted  instead  of  liquidation  by  arrangement  is  kept 
in  view,  and  yet  the  power  of  adjudication  as  bankrupt  exists  only 
by  means  of  the  petition  in  the  form  prescribed,  containing  an 
admission  of  the  debtor's  insolvency.  The  conclusion  therefore 
seems  to  me  to  be  irresistible  that  the  filing  of  the  Petition  is  an  act 
of  bankruptcy.  And  this  mode  of  considering  and  construing  the 
statute  brings  all  its  provisions  into  congruity  and  harmony,  while 
to  read  it  otherwise  would  be  to  lose  sight  of  the  true  object  of  the 
Legislature,  and  to  disperse  and  confuse  provisions  which  are  meant 
to  form  an  entire  concordance.  The  statute  directs  that  the  debtor's 
property  shall  be  distributed  as  in  bankruptcy,  and  although  that 
property  does  not  vest  in  the  trustee  until  bis  appointment,  the 
trustee's  title,  when  appointed,  relates  back  to  the  act  by  which  the 
debtor  may  be  adjudicated  bankrupt,  and  all  interim  proceedings 
which  would  be  void  against  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy  are  equally  void 
against  a  trustee  in  liquidation.  To  decide  otherwise  would  be  to 
leave  the  estate  distributable  at  the  mercy  of  the  debtor,  who  might 
be  inclined,  even  after  his  petition  had  been  filed,  to  favour  certain 


VOL.  XL] 


EQUITY  GASES. 


613 


of  hiB  creditors,  and  of  creditors  who  by  their  diligence  or  ingenuity 
might  secure  a  preference  which  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  hiw  to 
discountenance  and  prevent ;  and  although  by  injunction,  and  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  these  consequences  might  be  prevented, 
yet  in  all  those  cases  in  which  the  debtor  does  not  care  to  invoke 
the  power  of  the  Court  in  this  respect,  and  where  creditors  are  not 
aware  of  the  impending  danger,  the  estate  which  is  the  common 
property  of  all  might  fall  to  the  share  of  a  few  or  only  one  of  the 
creditors. 

Then  was  notice  of  that  filing  of  the  Petition,  which  I  hold  to  be 
an  act  of  bankniptcy,  conveyed  to  the  execution  creditors  or  to  their 
solicitors,  Messrs.  Baignan  &  LeunSy  who  say  they  constituted  them- 
selves purchasers  of  part  of  the  debtor's  estate  ?  The  first  intimation 
given  to  them  was  by  the  letter  of  the  4th  of  November,  which 
apprises  them,  not  generally  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been 
committed,  but  that  a  Petition  had  been  signed  by  the  debtor 
which  might  be  filed  by  any  creditor,  and  which  when  filed  would 
constitute  an  act  available  for  adjudication,  and  that  it  was  intended 
to  file  that  Petition  on  the  morrow.  If  it  had  stopped  there  it 
might  not  have  been — I  do  not  say  that  it  would  not  have  been — 
suEScient ;  but  at  least  it  was  sufficient  to  put  them  upon  inquiry. 
It  seems,  however,  to  have  had  a  directly  contrary  efiect  j  I  must 
take  it  that  they  did  not  inquire,  and  I  think  I  ought  to  assume 
that  they  purposely  abstained  from  inquiring,  whether  a  Petition 
had  been  filed. 

They  issued  their  execution  probably  as  soon  as  the  writ  could  be 
procured,  and  on  the  8th  of  November  they  sent  a  clerk,  their 
appointed  agent  in  the  matter,  with  full  power  to  buy  of  the  slicriff 
and  to  pay  him  with  a  cheque,  blank  when  it  was  signed  by  them, 
but  which  their  agent  was  authorised  to  fill  up.  What  then  took 
place  I  have  stated  from  the  evidence  and  the  admission,  and  upon 
the  facts  I  take  it  to  be  quite  clear,  that  whether  the  notice  of  the 
4th  of  November  was  sufficient  or  not,  they  had,  through  Mr.  Heath, 
their  duly  constituted  agent  in  the  matter  referred  to,  on  tl)0  8th  of 
November,  and  before  their  execution  was  executed  by  seizure  and 
sale,  sufficient  and  full  notice  that  a  Petition  for  liquidation  had 
been  filed  by  the  debtor  before  the  execution  was  issued,  and  there- 
fore that  an  act  had  been  done  by  him  which  was  available  for 
adjudication  in  bankruptcy  against  him.     If  adjudication  hud 
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ensued,  as  it  might  have  done,  the  title  of  the  tmstee  would  have 
had  relation  to  the  time  at  which  the  Petition  was  filed,  that  being 
the  only  act  upon  which  the  adjudication  could  have  been  founded. 
That  no  adjudication  was  in  fact  pronounced  can  make  no  difference, 
unless  the  provision  which  the  Legislature  has  made  for  the  equal 
distribution  of  a  debtor's  estate  among  his  creditors,  having 
proveable  debts,  shall  b^  disregarded,  and  unless  it  shall  be  held 
that  some  creditors  may  acquire  rights  in  preference  to  the  others 
by  any  proceeding  which  can  be  taken  after  the  completion  of  the 
act  of  bankruptcy. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  inquire  into  the  degree  of  "good  faith  "  in 
which  the  execution  in  question  was  levied,  after  the  letter  of  the 
4th  of  November,  although,  if  that  were  the  only  or  the  principal 
point  in  the  case,  I  am  not  inclined  to  think  that  I  should  consider 
it  unimportant.  What  I  place  my  judgment  upon  is  this — that 
the  filing  of  the  Petition  for  liquidation  on  the  5th  of  November  was 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  available  for  adjudication,  and  that  the 
execution  was  not  executed  by  seizure  and  sale  until  after  Messrs. 
Buignan  &  Letois^  who  say  they  purchased  the  debtor's  goods  of  the 
sheriff,  had  notice  of  such  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  that  the  very 
goods  which  they  purported  to  buy  were  by  law  distributable  among 
the  creditors.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  order  appealed 
against  was  right,  and  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Several  cases  have  been  cited  in  the  argument,  which  were 
decided  under  the  statutes  formerly  in  force.  To  those  cases  I 
have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  refer  particularly — not,  as  I  would 
have  it  observed,  because  I  am  not  fully  sensible  of  the  respect 
which  is  due  to  those  decisions,  but  because  they  are  all  founded 
upon  the  express  enactments  of  the  statutes  now  repealed,  which 
were  different  in  their  spirit,  and  in  some  respects  in  their  terms, 
from  that  which  now  constitutes  the  law  in  bankruptcy,  and 
because  I  have  felt  it  to  be  my  duty  to  decide  the  case  before  me 
solely  upon  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  1869. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  Mr.  0,  G.  Rudiworthy  agent  for 
Messrs.  Buignan  &  Co.y  Birmingham. 

Solicitor  for  the  Respondent :  Mr.  /.  M.  Oreen,  agent  for  Mr.  /. 
Bowiands,  Birmingham. 
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Ex  parte  BIEMINGHAM  AND  STAFFOEDSHIRE  GAS 

LIGHT  COMPANY. 

In  re  FANSHAW  &  YORSTON. 

Bankruptcy  Act,  1869, ««.  13  (1),  34  (2)— Gen.  Bul4i3  of  Jan.,  1870,  JRule  260  (3) 
— Distress  for  Bent — **  Execution  or  other  legal  Process.*' 

DLstress  for  rent  is  not  **  an  execution  or  legal  process  "  within  the  meaning 
of  those  terms  in  sect.  13  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  of  1869,  and  Rule  260  of 
the  Gen.  Rules  of  Jan.,  1870 ;  therefore  where  a  gas  company  who,  by  an 
express  section  in  their  special  Act,  were  authorized  to  recover  rent  and 
charges  due  to  them  for  gas  "  by  the  same  means  as  landlords  may  recover 
rent  in^arrear,"  after  notice  of  the  filing  of  a  petition  for  liquidation  by 
arrangement,  distrained  upon  the  goods  of  the  petitioning  debtors  for  a  sum 
due  for  gas  supplied,  and  the  County  Court  Judge  granted  an  injunction 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  restraining  further  proceedings  in  the 
distress  :— 

HeldyihsLt  the  injunction  had  been  improperly  granted,  and  that  the  distress 
was  good  against  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation. 

XHE  appeal  in  this  case  was  from  an  order  of  the  Judge  of  the 
County  Court  of   Worcestershire,  held  at  Dudley,  by  wtich  the 
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(1)  Sect.  13  provides  that  «  The 
Court  may  at  any  time  after  the  pre- 
sentation of  a  bankruptcy  petition 
against  the  debtor  restrain  further  pro- 
ceedings in  any  action,  suit,  execution, 
or  other  legal  process  against  the  debtor 
in  respect  of  any  debt  provable  in 
bankruptcy,  or  it  may  allow  such 
proceedings,  whether  in  progress  at  the 
commencement  of  the  bankruptcy,  or 
commenced  during  its  continuance,  to 
proceed  upon  such  terms  as  the  Court 
may  think  just." 

(2)  Section  34  is  as  follows :  "  The 
landlord  or  other  person  to  whom  any 
rent  is  due  from  the  bankrupt  may,  at 
any  time,  either  before  or  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  bankruptcy,  distrain 
upon  the  goods  or  effects  of  the  bank- 
rupt for  the  rent  due  to  him  from  the 
bankrupt,  with  this  limitation,  that  if 
such  distress  for  rent  be  levied  after  the 


commencement  of  the  bankruptcy,  it 
shall  be  available  only  for  one  year's 
rent,  accrued  due  prior  to  the  date  of 
the  order  of  adjudication ;  but  the  land- 
lord or  other  person  to  whom  the  rent 
may  be  due  from  the  bankrupt  may 
prove  under  the  bankruptcy  for  the 
overplus  due  for  which  the  distress 
may  not  have  been  available." 

(3)  Rule  260  contains  the  following : 
'*  The  Court  may,  at  any  time  after  the 
presentation  of  a  petition,  restrain  fur- 
ther proceedings  in  any  action,  suit, 
execution,  bankruptcy  petition,  or  other 
l^al  process  against  the  debtor  or  his 
estate,  in  respect  of  any  debt  proveable ; 
or  it  may  allow  such  proceedings,  whether 
in  progress  at  the  filing  of  the  petition, 
or  subsequently  commenced,  to  proceed 
upon  such  terms  as  the  Court  may 
think  just." 
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1871  ings  in  a  distress  which  had  been  levied  by  them  upon  the  joint 

Ex  parte  pi'operty  of  Messrs.  Fanshaw  dt  Norton. 

^A^'&?r^"      '^^^  Birmingham  and  Staffordshire  Gas  Ught  Company  was  in- 

FoRDBHiRE  corporatcd  by  Act  of  Parliament^  and  by  their   principal  Act 

CoMPANT.  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  66,  8.  155)  it  is  provided,  that  if  any  person 

In  re  supplied  with  gas  by  the  company  shall  neglect  to  pay  any  rent 

f  AN0HAW  AND  i  »  i  a  i 

Y0B8TOK.  or  charge  due  to  the  company  for  the  same,  'Hhe  company  may 
recover  the  rent  or  charge  due  from  such  person,  if  less  than  £20, 
together  with  the  expenses  (if  any)  that  shall  have  been  incurred 
in  cutting  off  the  gas,  and  costs  of  recovering  the  same,  by  the 
8ame  means  as  landlords  are  by  law  empowered  to  recover  rent  in 
arrear,  or  if  the  rent  or  charge  so  due  shall,  amount  to  £20  or 
upwards  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company  to  recover  the  same 
(together  wiih  the  expenses  of  cutting  off  the  gas),  either  in 
manner  aforesaid,  or  by  action  of  debt  or  on  the  case  in  any  of  the 
Superior  Courts."  The  158th  and  159th  sections  of  the  Act  ex- 
pressly authorize  the  compcmy  to  levy  by  distress  penalties  imposed 
by  the  Act  for  wilful  and  accidental  damage  to  their  property. 

The  l87th  section  enacts,  that  ^  where  in  this  Act  any  sum  of 
money,  whether  in  the  nature  of  penalty  or  otherwise,  is  directed 
to  be  levied  by  distress,  such  sum  of  money  shall  be  levied  by 
distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  person  liable  to 
pay  the  same." 

FanshoAJO  dt  Norton,  who  carried  on  business  as  ironmasters,  in 
partnership,  in  Staffordshire,  were  indebted  to  the  company  for 
gas  supplied,  and  on  the  13th  of  December,  1870,  filed  a  petition 
for  liquidation  by  arrangement.    On  the  same  day  notice  of  the 
filing  of  the  petition  was  served  upon  the  company.     On  the 
15th  of  December  the  company,  under  the  155th  section  of  their 
principal  Act,  issued  warranto  authorizing  their  bailiffs  to  dis- 
train on  the  goods  of  the  petitioning  debtors  for  the  sum  of 
£16  178.  9d,,  the  amount  of  the  debt  due  to  the  company;  and 
on  the  same  day  goods  of  the  debtors  of  sufficient  value  to  cover 
the  debt  and  expenses  were  seized.    On  the  17th  day  of  December 
a  receiver  was  appointed,  and  an  interim  order  restraining  the  com- 
pany from  taking  further  proceedings  upon  the  distress  warrants  was 
obtained  and  served  upon  the  company.    On  the  17th  of  January, 
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1871,  the  creditors  having  resolved  upon  a  liquidation  by  arrange-     0.  J.  B* 
ment,  the  receiver  was  appointed  trustee;  and  on  the  19th  of       1871 
January,  1871,  the  Court,  after  hearing  both  parties,  made  the     ExparU 
injunction  perpetuaL    Against  this  order  the  company  appealed*     Birminqham 

FOBDSHIBB 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  BardatoeU,  for  the  Appellants : —  Gas  Light 

COHFAMY* 

Tour  Lordship  has  recently  decided,  in  the  case  of  In  re  BmeU  (1),       j„  „ 
that  the  filing  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrangement  is  an  act  ^^yo^^^^ 

of  bankruptcy,  therefore  we  do  not  argue  that  point ;  but  admitting        

the  petition  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  this  distress  is  good  against 
the  trustee,  because,  under  the  express  terms  of  sect.  155  of  their 
Act,  the  company,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  payment  of  rent  or 
charges  due  to  them  for  gas,  may  exercise  all  the  rights  which  a 
landlord  has  for  the  recovery  of  rent;  and  under  the  34th  section 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869  (subject  to  the  limitation  therein 
contained),  a  landlord  may  at  any  time,  either  before  or  after  the 
commencement  of  the  bankruptcy,  distrain  upon  the  goods  of  the 
bankrupt  for  the  rent  due  from  him. 

The  Court  below  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  appealed 
against.  The  injunction  was  granted  under  sect*  13  of  the  Banh- 
ruptcy  Act,  1869,  or  under  Rule  260  of  the  Gen.  Bules  of  Jan., 
1870,  but  a  distress  is  not  an  "  execution  or  legal  process :"  Kerr^s 
Blaekstone  (2) ;  Blachamore^B  Case  (3)  ;  Bex  v.  Crisp  (4).  It  was 
never  considered  to  be  included  in  the  terms  "  execution,  seques- 
tration, or  process,"  used  in  the  198th  section  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1861 :  Williams  v.  Cadbury  (5). 

The  Chief  Judge  inquired  during  what  period  the  gas  in 
respect  of  which  the  debt  was  due  had  been  supplied,  and  being 
informed  by  the  Eespondents'  counsel  that  there  was  no  evidence 
on  the  point,  said  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  debt  accrued  within 
the  time  limited  by  the  34th  section  of  the  Act  of  1869  in  cases  in 
which  distress  is  levied  after  the  commencement  of  the  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Bagley,  for  the  trustee : — 

Sect.  155  of   the  gas  company's  Act  gives  them  the  same 

(1)  Ante,  p.  604.  (3)  Co.  Rep.  8,  156a. 

(2)  Vol  iii.  pp.  2,  5.  (4)  1  B.  &  A  282. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  453. 
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0.  J.  B.  ^meansy"  bat  not  the  same  rights,  as  landlords  have  for  the  re- 

1871  coyery  of  rent    And  this  is  clear  from  the  187th  section  of  the  local 

ExparU  -^^^  which  prorides  that  the  distress  shall  be  levied  upon  the  goods 

^^?TAF^  "  ^^  *^®  person  liable  to  pay  "  the  debt ;  whereas  a  landlord  may 

F0BD8HIRB  distrain  upon  all  goods  found  upon  the  premises,  irrespective  of 

OoMPAST.  ownership.     The  187th  section  applies  to  this  distress ;  and  the 

_    In  re  goods  in  question  were  not,  when  they  were  seized,  and  are  not 

Famsbaw  AXS  *^  *  w  ' 

YoBSTOK.     now,  the  property  of  the  person  liable  to  pay  the  debt,  but  of  the 
""        creditors  generally,  and  vested  in  the  trustee  at  the  time  of  his 
appointment,  and  his  title  related  back  to  the  filing  of  the  Peti- 
tion;  and  therefore  the  Appellants  had  no  power  to  levy  the 
distress. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  in  reply : — 

The  187th  section  of  the  gas  company's  Act  applies  only  to 
distresses  directed  to  be  levied  under  sects.  158  and  159,  and 
does  not  in  any  way  limit  the  company's  rights  under  the  155th 
section. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 

The  155th  section  of  the  principal  Act,  under  which  the  Appel- 
lant company  is  constituted,  gives  to  the  company  all  the  means 
— and  by  this  it  was  clearly  intended  to  give  them  also  all  the 
rights — which  landlords  have  for  the  recovery  of  rent  in  arrear. 
Among  these  rights  is  included  the  power  to  distrain,  subject  to 
the  limitation  contained  in  the  34th  section  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act, 
1869.    I  think  it  quite  plain  that  a  distress  for  rent  cannot  be  con- 
sidered to  be  included  in  the  expression  '^  legal  process,"  inasmuch 
as  no  legal  process  whatever  is  necessary ;  and  the  landlord  may,  if 
he  thinks  proper,  distrain  with  his  own  hands.     As  little  can  it  be 
called  an  execution,  for  an  execution  is  the  result  of  a  judgment 
which  has  been  recovered  in  some  Court  of  Law,  but  to  a  distress 
no  legal  proceedings  whatever  are  necessary.    The  right  of  land- 
lords to  distrain  after  the  presentation  by  the  debtor  of  a  petition 
for  liquidation  by  arrangement  is  clear,  from  the  express  provisions 
of  the  34th  section  of  the  Bankruptcy  Ad,  1839;   and  iu  this 
case  the  company  had  a  similar  right,  of  which  it  would  be  most 
unreasonable  to  deprive  them.    I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 


VOL.  XI.]  EQUITY  OASES.  619 

the  Appellants  are  entitled  to  retain  the  goods  distrained ;  and  the     0.  J.  B. 
injunction  must  be  dissolved.  1871 

Order  discharged  without  costs.  Ex  parte 

BlUMlNOHAaC 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  Tucker  &  Lake,  agents    yo^^^g 
for  Messrs.  Wragge  &  Evans,  Birmingham.  ^^^^  Liqhp 

Company. 

Solicitor  for  the  Respondents :  Mr.  H,  Q.  Field,  agent  for  Mr.        j^  ^^ 
W.  A.  Green,  Wolverhampton.  Fanshaw  and 

•^  YOBSTON, 


March  20. 


Ex  parte  LEVY  &  CO.  o.  J.  B. 

In  re  VARBETIAN  &  CO.  1871 

Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869,  «.  126— G^en.  Bules  of  Jan,,  1870,  BuU  295 — Composition 
— Begistratton  of  Beaciution — Examination  of  Debtor  and  Witnesses, 

4 

The  proper  time  for  investigation  into  the  aSains  of  a  debtor,  who  has  filed 
a  Petition  for  liquidation  by  arrangement  with  his  creditors,  is  at  the  meet- 
ings of  creditors ;  and  the  Registrar  has  no  power,  upon  the  presentation  to 
him  for  registration  of  a  resolution  for  composition,  to  direct  an  examination 
before  him  of  the  debtor  or  other  witnesses. 

yji^  thft  24th  of  November,  1870,  Haron  Varhetian,  who  traded  in 
London  under  the  style  of  Varhetian  dt  Co.,  having  become  involved 
ia  pecuniary  difficulties,  filed  a  Petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment  with  his  creditors  under  the  125th  section  of  the  Bankrujdetf 
Act,  1869.  At  the  first  meeting  of  creditors,  which  was  held  on 
the  12th  of  December,  1870,  a  resolution  to  accept  a  composition 
of  38,  in  the  pound  was  passed  by  the  statutory  majority,  and  duly 
confirmed  at  the  second  meeting  on  the  22ni  of  December. 

When  the  resolution  was  brought  before  the  Eegistrar  for  regis- 
tration under  Rule  295  of  the  Gen.  Bales  of  Jan.,  1870,  Messrs. 
Levy  dt  Co,,  who  were  among  the  creditors,  and  had  proved  their 
debt  at  the  second  meeting,  opposed  the  registration  on  the  ground 
tliat  the  statement  of  affairs  furnished  by  the  debtor  was  untrue ; 
that  the  majority  of  the  proofs  had  been  improperly  allowed ;  and 
that  the  resolution  had  been  passed  with  a  view  of  benefiting  the 
debtor,  and  not  lond  fide  as  the  most  advantageous  arrangement 
which  could  be  made  for  the  creditors  generally.  They  desired 
that  further  inquiries  into  the  affaire  of  the  debtor  should  be  made. 
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0.  J.  B.      especially  with  regard  to  a  partnership  between  him  and  two 

1871        of  his  brothers,  which,  according  to  his  own  account,  had  been 

Ex  parie     dissolved  for  some  years  past,  but  which  Messrs.  Levy  dt  Co. 

liEVT&Ck).  maintained  was  still  subsisting;  and,  with  a  view  to  obtaining 

Vakuetiak    additional  information  on  these  points,  they  applied  for  delay  in 

•       the  registration  of  the  resolution,  and  for  an  examination  upon 

oath  before  the  Registrar  of  the  debtor  and  other  witnesses. 

The  Registrar  considered  that  his  authority  extended  only  to 
registering,  or  refusing  to  register  the  resolution,  and  that  he  had 
no  power  to  direct  the  examination ;  and  as  no  objections  to  the 
proofs  had  been  marked  upon  them  (as  provided  by  Rule  271 
of  Gen.  Rules  of  Jan.,  1870),[and  no  suflScient  grounds  for  rejection 
had  been  shewn,  he  registered  the  resolution. 

An  ex  parie  application  to  cancel  the  registration,  and  to  make 
the  desired  inquiries  and  examination,  was  afterwards  made  on 
behalf  of  Messrs.  Levy  <&  Co.  to  Mr.  Registrar  Pepys,  and  by  him 
referred  to  the  Chief  Judge, 

Mr.  Reed,  for  Levy  &  Co, : — 

Under  Rule  295,  the  Registrar  is  not  to  register  the  resolution, 
unless  he  is  satisfied  that  '^  the  requirements  of  the  statute  have 
been  complied  with  ;**  and  one  of  these  requirements  is,  that  the 
debtor's  statement  of  affairs  be  true,  and  the  proofs  of  creditors 
who  have  voted  for  the  resolution  properly  admissible ;  and  this 
the  Registrar  cannot  ascertain,  unless  he  may  take  evidence. 
There  is  no  power  to  examine  the  debtor  and  witnesses  upon  oath  at 
the  meetings,  and  it  was  intended  to  give  the  Registrar  that  power. 

Mr.  Finlay  Knight,  for  other  creditors,  was  not  called  upon. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 

The  duties  of  Registrars  with  respect  to  the  registration  of  reso- 
lutions are  ministerial,  and  not  judicial,  and  no  power  has  been 
given  them  to  institute  such  an  inquiry  as  has  been  suggested  in 
this  case.  The  proper  time  for  investigation  into  tlie  affairs 
of  the  debtor  is  at  the  meetings  of  creditors.  The  debtor  may 
then  be  examined,  and  though  his  evidence  is  not  upon  oath, 
still  it  may  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  laid  before  the 


VOL.  XI.]  EQUITY  CASES.  621 

Begistrar,  and  if  from  that  evidence  it  appears  to  him  that  there      C.  J.  B. 
is  reason  to  suspect  the  truth  of  the  debtor's  statement  of  affairs,        1871 
the  remedy  is  plain — the  Registrar  will  reject  the  resolution     Ex  parte 
on  the  ground  that  "  the  requirements  of  the  statute  "  have  not   ^^  *  ^* 
been  complied  with.    Under  Eule  295,  it  is  his  duty,  if  required    Vabbitiah 

by  the  proper  notice  so  to  do,  to  hear  any  creditor  or  his  counsel       ' 

upon  the  state  of  the  proceedings ;  and  whether  he  registers  or 
rejects  the  resolution,  an  appeal  lies  against  his  decision.  An 
injunction  restraining  the  registration  may  also  be  obtained  upon 
proper  cause  shewn  and,  moreover,  registration  may  be  annulled 
or  prevented  even  without  proof  of  fraud. 

No  hardship  or  difficulty  will  result  in  a  case  of  this  kind  if  the 
Act  and  rules  are  observed,  but  great  inconvenience  would  arise  if, 
after  proper  inquiries  have  been  made  at  the  meetings,  a  second 
examination  might  be  instituted  before  the  Registrar.  To  consti- 
tute the  Registrar  a  tribunal  for  inquiring  into  everything  which 
had  taken  place  at  the  meetings  would  be  to  introduce  something 
quite  new  into  the  Act.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  Registrar 
had  no  authority  to  direct  such  an  examination  as  has  been 
demanded  by  the  Applicants  in  this  case. 

Application  refused,  without  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Applicants :  Mr.  W.  A,  Crump. 
Solicitors    for    other   Creditors:    Messrs.  Books,  Kenriehy    dt 
Earston. 
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JkBBOLUTB  Om — Time  of  vesting— Oift  over  on 
death  before  marriage        -  -     828 

iSSM  DbaTH  coupled  with  Ck>3inK0ENCT. 

ACCKPTAHGE  OF  SBABXB— Company— Wind- 
ing-up — (hntrilMUmf — Notice  of  Allotment — Post- 
ing Letter. "J  Mere  posting  of  a  letter  of  allotment 
of  shares  in  a  company  to  an  applicant  at  the 
proper  address  is  not  such  a  oommuuicntion  of  the 
allotment  as  to  bind  the  applicant.  In  re  Con- 
stantinople  and  alexandria  hotel  coaipant. 
Beidfath's  Case         -         -  -         -     86 

8. Contributory — Promotion-money — Quali- 

fieation  of  Directors — Paid-up  Shares,']  A  director 
of  an  old  company,  agreed  to  be  sold  to  a  promoter 
on  behalf  of  a  new  company,  was  named  in  the 
articles  of  the  new  company  as  director,  and 
though  he  never  applied  for  shares,  fifty  were 
allotted  to  him  and  registered  in  his  name  as  paid- 
up  shares,  for  which  the  promoter  gave  a  cheque  out 
of  several  he  had  received  on  account  of  purchase- 
money  stipulated  by  the  articles  to  be  paid  to  him 
nnder  a  false  name,  there  being  in  fact  no  money 
in  hand.  The  shares  were  registered  as  fully 
paid  up.  The<lirector  never  received  the  certifi- 
cates or  attended  board  meetings,  or  was  aware 
that  shares  had  been  allotted  to  him,  but  he 
attended  an  extraordinary  board  meeting,  at  which 
he  described  himself  as  nominal  chairman,  and 
excused  himself  on  the  score  of  ill-health  from 
taking  part  in  the  afiairs  of  the  companv.    A 

Eroxy  was  used  on  his  behalf^  which  ho  denied 
aving  g^ven : — Heidj  that  he  was  a  shareholder 
for  fifty  unpaid  shares.  Jn  re  Empire  Asstranob 
Corporation.    Lebke's  Case         -         -     100 

8. Company — Directors — Qualijieation — 

Paidrup  Shares — Agreement  iJoUh  Promoter  to  evade 
I/iability,']  A  company  wos  formed  to  carry  on 
the  business  of  D.  The  shares  wore  of  £10  each, 
and  were  to  be  paid  up  in  full  on  acceptance.  The 
qualification  of  the  directors  was  twenty-five 
snores,  and  the  directore  were  empowered  tu  pur- 
ehaee  the  business  for  £170,000  in  shares.  At  D.*s 
request  eight  persons  agreed  to  become  directors 
on  having  their  qualification  found.  They  were 
appointed  directors,  and  their  names  were  entered 
on  the  register  for  twenty-five  shares  each.  They 
then  passed  a  resolution  to  buy  the  business  for 
£168^000  in  shares  and  £2000  in  cash,  and  ei^ht 
cheques  were  drawn  on  behalf  of  D.  for  £250  each, 
and  one  of  tiiem  handed  to  eaich  of  the  directors, 
who  indorsed  them,  and  handed  them  to  the  sccre- 
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tory,  by  whom  they  were  passed  on  to  D.  Tho 
shares  were  then  entered  as  fully  paid  up,  and  a 
receipt  for  £2000  was  giyen  by  D.,  and  entered  on 
the  t>ooks  of  the  company: — Held^  that  it  was 
necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  contract  to  pur- 
chase the  business  that  the  directors  should  be 
previously  (Qualified ;  that  what  hod  occurred  sub- 
sequently did  not  amount  to  payment ;  and  that, 
oonseouentiy,  the  directors  were  properly  on  the 
list  of  contributories  for  unpaid  shares.  In  re 
DiBDERi  A  Co.  -  -  -  -  -     848 

AOGEFTAVCE   OF   TITIE— Possession— Willing 


purehaser     -  -  - 

See  Voluntary  Settlehent. 
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AOCOlDCODATIOir  WOaXB-Sailway  Acls^Ju- 
risdietion  of  Maqustrates — Concurrent  Jurisdiction 
in  Equity.^  Wncre,  b;^  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
power  is  given  to  the  justices  of  the  county  to 
direct  such  works  to  l>e  constructed  and  main- 
tained by  a  railway  company  as  they  may  consider 
requisite  for  carrying  out  an  efficient  drainage  of 
the  adjoining  land,  the  Court  will  refuse  to  exer- 
cise a  ooncurrent  jurisdiction  as  well  after  the 
completion  of  the  railway  as  during  its  construc- 
tion. Hood  v.  North  Eastern  Bailwat  Com- 
pany    ------     116 

AOGOUHT — Bill  for  money  demand  -         -     2M 

See  Bill  for  Account. 
ACT  OF  BANXBTTFTCT— Petition  for  liquidation 
by  arrangement — Title  of  trustee  004 
See  Liquidation  by  Abeanoement.  1. 
ADJOnriHQ  COAlrVaSZ—Wronaful  working— 
Mode  of  taking  Account — Form  of  DeereeJ]  Where 
a  mine-owner  had  pnssed  his  boundary,  and  taken 
cools  from  his  neighbour  s  mine  i—Held^  that  he 
was  liable  to  account  fur  the  value  of  the  coals  at 
the  pit's  mouth,  with  just  allowances  for  the  cost 
of  raising,  but  not  of  getting  or  severing. — Form 
of  decree.    Llynvi  Company  v.  Brooden  -     18& 


ABJOIHIHO  FBOPSBTT— Nuisance 

See  Nuisance  to  ajxioinino  Property. 

ABXnnBTBATIOK— Claim  for  breach  of  trust — 
Apportionment        -  _  -     393 

See  Apportionment — Tenant  for  Laya 

AND  HeMAINDERMAN. 

Real  estate— Summons  -  -  -       s 

See  Administration  Summons. 
ADMIHI8TSATI0H  SUKMOSB— Practice— Ren  J 
EstaU^Tru&t  for  Sale  after  Five  Years— U  <fc  10 

a  2 
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ADMUilfTJUTIOK  BmOtOn^HWiUinued, 
Vict.  e.  86,  8.  47.]  The  Court  has  jurisdiction, 
under  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  47,  to  make  an  order 
on  gummons  for  the  administration  and  sale  of  a 
testator's  real  estate  devised  to  trustees,  who  were 
also  executors,  in  trust  for  sale,  with  a  proviso  tliat 
part  thereof  should  not  be  so]d  till  after  five  years 
unless  in  the  meantime  a  certain  sum  oould  l>o  ob- 
tained for  it.    Ds  LA  Sallb  v.  Moobat      -         S 

ABYAHCXMSHT— G^i/ie  to  a  Child— Premmpii<m 
of  Intention — Abeolute  Oift.']  A  testator,  by  his 
will,  settled  £1000  Reduced  Annuities  on  each  of 
his  tliree  granddaughters,  the  children  of  his  only 
SOD,  and  two  years  afterwards  he  transferred  a 
sum  of  £3200  Ueduood  Annuities,  which  was  Jtll 
the  property  he  possessed,  into  the  name  of  his 
son.  Me  died  at  the  age  of  ninety-four,  having 
resided  the  last  ten  years  of  his  life  with  his  son, 
who  was  a  man  of  oonsidemble  property : — Hddt 
that  the  transfer  to  the  son  operated  as  an  abso- 
lute gift  to  him,  free  from  any  trusts.  Hefwobth 
V,  Hepworth  -----       10 

2. Marriage  Settlement  —  Potoer  —  Pott- 
nuptial  Settlement  by  Son  of  Hie  JH/farrifjge."]  A 
power  in  a  marriage  settlement  to  advance  to 
a  son  of  the  marriage  part  of  the  trust  funds 
for  placing  or  establishing  him  in  any  business, 
profession,  or  employment,  or  otherwise  for  his  ad- 
vancement or  preferment  in  ttie  world: — Held, 
to  authorize  the  payment  of  part  of  the  trust 
fund  to  the  trustees  of  a  post-nuptial  settlement 
made  by  a  son  in  favour  of  himself  and  his  wife 
and  the  issue  of  their  marriage,  neither  the  son 
nor  his  wife  bein^  entitled  to  any  property  pro- 
ducing an  immediate  income,  and  tne  son  being 
engaged  in  study,  preparatory  to  entering  the 
lei^  profession.  Bopeb-Gubzon  v,  Ropeb-Cub- 
zoN       ------     458 

AFFIDAVIT— Insane  witness — Form  of  jurat   480 
See  Insane  Witness. 

AFTEBrAOqUIBEl)  PBOFEBTT— Will  speaking  j 
from  death   -         -  -         -     MS 

See  Will  BFEAiJNa  fboh  Death. 

«  ALL  THE  SXBT  '*—Wil^Real  EstaU,"]  Testa- 
trix, after  a  gift  of  her  house  and  garden  (which 
were  leasehold,  though  not  so  described)  and  several 
pecuniary  legacies,  directed  that  **  all  the  rest " 
should  be  divided  between  the  persons  in  her  will 
named : — Held,  that  the  words  included  realty  as 
Well  as  personalty.    Attbbe  v.  Attbee     -     880 

AXALOAKATIOir  OF  WKPUmSS—Tranefer  of 
Btuiness — UUrh  viret — Winding-up — Companiet 
Aet^  1862,  «.  161.]  An  unregistered  company 
which  has  no  power  under  its  deed  of  settlement 
to  sell  or  transfer  its  business  to  another  com- 
pany may,  nevertheless,  cany  into  effect  an  agree- 
ment for  that  purpose  by  registering  under  the 
C&nqHiniee  Aet,  1862,  passing  a  resolution  for 
voluntary  winding-up,  and  directing  the  liqui- 
dators to  cany  out  the  agreement  doothall  v, 
Bbitish  Mutual  Life  Asubance  Societ7  -     65 

8. Tranifer  of  Attete — FaHure  of  In- 
demnity—  LeaeeSf  Mortgag^t  and  B&-at9uranee 
PolicieB — Vendor^s  Lien — Frineipal  and  Surety."] 
By  an  agreement  in  1865  between  three  directors 
of  the  ^ert  Company  and  three  directors  of  the 
W^item  Society,  it  was  agreed  that  the  company 


AXALaAXATIOV  OF  COXPAVISft-Hxmttiituxr. 

should  take  upon  itself  all  the  llabilitiee  of  ths 
Society ;  and  that  in  oonsideTatioD  of  such  under- 
taking the  Society  should  transfer  to  the  Oosipaiiy 
all  the  funds  and  property  of  ihe Society. — ^AmoD^ 
the  latter  were  a  lease  which  had  been  taken  ia 
the  name  of  a  trustee  for  the  Society ;  mortgags 
which  had  been  made  to  trustees  for  the  Soaetyio 
secure  sums  advanced  by  the  Society  to  mortga- 
gors ;  and  re-assurance  polloies  which  had  been 
effected  by  the  Society  with  other  assurance  com- 
panies on  the  lives  of  their  own  policy-liokkcs,  in 
order  to  cover  part  of  the  liaUlity.  On  the  execu- 
tion of  the  agreement,  the  lease,  mortgage  deeds, 
and  re-assuranoe  policies  were  handed  over,  but 
the  lease  and  mortgages  were^not,  and  bad  not 
since  beeiL  assigned  to  the  Company.  SevenI 
policy-holders  of  tiie  Society  did  not  accept  the 
united  Company  as  their  aehUm. — ^Ih  1869  the 
Company,  and  afterwards  the  Society,  were  oidend 
to  be  wound  up.  The  indemnity  of  the  Compstif 
having  thus  failed: — Hetd,  that  the  liquidator  of 
the  Society  was  not  entitled,  on  the  principle  of 
lien  for  unpaid  purchase-money,  to  have  debvered 
back  to  him  by  the  liquidators  of  the  Compams  the 
lease,  mortgages,  and  re-assurance  polides  which 
had  been  nanded  over  to  the  Company  :—Edi, 
also,  that  the  liquidator  of  the  Society  was  not 
entitled,  on  any  principle  analogous  to  the  right 
of  a  surety  who  discharges  the  debt  of  his  prin- 
cipal, to  the  benefit  of  the  re-assurance  policies.— 
Doctrines  of  vendor's  lien  and  principal  and  surety 
discussed.  In  re  Albebt  Life  Assubamcb  Gom- 
PAKT.  Ex  parte  Westebn  JJtrE  AsBCiuxa 
Societt  -         -         -  -        -    161 

AMBIOTJirY— Will— Description  of  legatee    571 
See  Mistake  in  Will. 


' — Interrogatories 
See  AjfEMDMiarr  of  Intebbooatobik 


Petition — Subsequent  facts 
See  Ahxndment  of  PfiirrioN. 

Special  case       ...       864^161 
See  Special  Case.    1,  2. 

OF   nrnBBB0OAT(aiBI'Pr»^ 


ttoe.]  After  exceptions  for  insufficiency  to  an 
answer  had  been  allowed,  the  Plaintiir  obtaiDod 
an  order  of  course  to  amend  his  bill  and  interro- 
gatories, and  a  new  copy  of  the  amended  mteiro- 
gatories,  embracing  much  that  was  contained  in 
the  original  interrogatories,  was  served  upon  the 
Defendant  i—Held,  that,  as  at  the  time  of  obta^- 
ing  the  order  to  amend  the  PlaintiiT  had  not  had 
any  answer  to  the  bill,  he  was  entitled,  on  socn 
amendment,  to  serve  the  Defendant  with  amended 
interrogatories;  and  a  motion  by  Defendant  to 
take  them  off  the  file  was  refused.  Visoo^ 
Kewbt  «.  Eabl  Kilmobkt  -  -  -  »^ 
AMEHSXXHT  OF  FEimOK— Pro^M»-*^<x^ 
eubeequent  to  leave  to  Amend.]  A  Petition  may 
be  amended  by  stating  facts  which  hare  vkea 
place  since  leave  to  amend  was  given.  Ii^^ 
We8tbbook*8  Tbusts  -  -  .  -  -  •»» 
AHHUITT— Succession  duty— Foreign  domieHef 

testator        -         -         .        -    w» 

^ee  SnocBSsiON  Dtnr. 

mOBTIOnSHT— TEVAHT  FOB  l^JP 
SXKAINBXRMAV  —  Adminidraiiim  -  (f*^ 
againet    2V«tator*f    EttaU—Coiiyprmi»-Aj?f^ 
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AFFmtTlOHmHT— TKHAJT  70B  LIFE  A1VD 

jaMAXSnXEBMAS—corUinued, 

Honmewt  between  Capital  and  Income,']    A  claim 

made  against  the  estate  of  a  testator,  fbmided  on 

an  alleged  breach  of  trust,  was  compromised  by 

the  payment  of  a  lar(?e  smn  seyerol  years  after  the 

testator's  death: — Hddf  that  for  the  purpose  of 

dealing  between  the  tenants  for  life  aiid  remain- 

-dennen  under  the  trusts  of  the  will,  the  sum  paid 

was  to  be  treated  as  composed  of  a  principal  debt 

•due  on  the  day  on  which  the  tranFaction  took 

place  ont  of  which  the  daim  originated,  of  interest 

at  £5  per  cent,  fxom  that  day  up  to  the  xiate  of 

the  testator's  death,  and  of  interest  at  £4  per 

cent,  on  the  aggregate  of  the  said  principal  and 

interest  from  the  testator's  death  to  the  time  of 

payment ;  and  that  the  principal  and  interest  up 

to  the  testator's  dearh  were  chargeable  against 

'^corpugj  and  the  subsequent  interest  against  income. 

Haclaben  V,  STAUfroN        .         .         -     882 


-     209 


-Bill  of  sale— Priority 
See  Bill  of  Sale. 


— *  Examination  of  debtor  and  witness  -  619 
See  Liquidation  bt  ABBANGiaiENT.   2. 

Injunction  against  legal  process  -    201,  615 

See  Injcnotion  in  Baskrvttcy.    I,  2. 

Liqnidation  by  arrangement    -        604,  619 

See  Liquidation  bt  Asbangehent.  1,  2. 

JXELL  FOB  AOOOinST^Jurisdiction^Money  De- 
mand— Fiduciary  Belationthip.']  Where  a  Court 
>of  Law  can  do  as  full  justice  to  the  subject  in  dis- 
pute as  can  be  done  in  equity,  tiiis  Court  will  not 
interfere  to  stay  the  proceedings  at  law.  But 
when  the  completeness  of  the  relief  at  Uw  is 
doubtful,  and  questions  of  account,  of  the  right  to 
raise  a  case  of  wilful  default,  and  of  fiduciary 
relationship  between  the  parties  are  involved,  the 
'Court  will  entertain  a  suit  for  the  purpose  of 
transferring  the  proceedings  from  law  to  equity, 
and  will  grant  an  injunction  until  the  hearing. 
^uthaufton  dock  compant  v.  southampton 
Habboub  and  Pieb  Boabd   -         -         -     254 

•BILL  07  SXCHAVOS— Drawn  against  forged  bill 
of  lading         -  -  -     398 

See  Forged  Bill  of  Lading. 

3ILL  OF  LABQTG— Forgery— Bill  of  cxchan^ 
See  FoBOED  Bill  of  Lading.  [398 

3ILL  OF  BkL^-^Bankrufiey  Act,  ISGd— Priority.] 
A.  and  P.  were  each  of  them  holders  of  a  bill  of 
sale  on  the  same  part  of  a  non-trader's  property. 
A,'9  security  was  dated  the  10th  of  February, 
1870,  and  registered  on  the  2nd  of  March,  1870. 
P.'s  was  dated  the  28th  of  February,  1870,  and 
registered  on  tlie  18th  of  March,  1870.  P.  had  no 
notice  of  A'e  bill  of  sale  at  the  date  of  his  own, 
'ftud  took  possession  before  he  received  notice. 
On  the  4th  of  April  A.  gave  notice  of  his  charge, 
Imt  notwithstanding  this  P.  proceeded  to  sell  Uie 
goods.  After  the  seixure,  and  before  the  sale,  the 
debtor  was  adjudicated  bankrupt : — flsid,  that  the 
fact  that  P.  had  been  the  first  to  take  possession 
did  not  give  him  priority  over  A.,  and  that  the 
latter  was  entitled  to  the  first  charge  upon  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale.  Ex  parte  Allev.  £x  parte 
Page.    Jn  ra  Middliton      ...     209 

30ms— Payable  to  bearer    -         •         -     478 
See  Debextubks. 


BKEACH  OF  TBUST^-Kegligcnco  of  solicitor — 
Loss  of  trust  fund  -  -  -       74 

See  Investment  by  Trustees.    1. 

Suit  for — Decree  in  administration    -     489 

See  Burrs  for  similar  Objects. 

BBSWZB8— Custom  of— Advances  on  public- 
house  ....     459 

See  Mortgage  of  Public-house. 

VUBlAL^WUVD—BiqhU  of  Hector— Freehold  of 
Churchyard — Burial  ^eea— Lands  Clauaee  Act — 
Beeeipt  of  '*  Bents  and  Profitt"*— Dividends  ou 
Fund  in  Court.]  A  rector  having  the  freehold  of 
a  churchyard,  and  having  enjoyed  the  right  to 
burial  fees,  is  the  person  entitled,  nnder  s^.  70. 
of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  to  tlie  receipts  of  the 
rents  and  profits.  Therefore,  where  a  piece  of 
land  constituted  by  Act  of  Parliament  the  church- 
vard  of  the  parish,  but  which  had  been  closed  for 
burials  under  an  Order  in  Council,  was  taken 
nnder  sect  70  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  the* 
purchase-money  paid  into  Comrt,  though  the  land 
at  the  time  it  was  taken  was  entirely  unproductive 
either  as  regarded  burial  fees  or  otherwise: — 
Heidf  that,  wiiatever  might  be  the  ultimate  desti- 
nation of  the  corpus  of  the  fund,  the  dividends,  so 
long  as  it  remained  in  Court,  must  be  paid  to  the 
rector  of  the  parish  for  the  time  being.  Ex  parte 
RscrroR  OF  Liverpool  -         -         -       15 

3.  Bights  of  Bector— Freehold  of  Churt^- 

yard  — Buried  Fees — Lands  Clauses  Act — Beoeipt 
of  "  Bents  and  Profits— Trust  for  (he  Use  of  Ae 
Jnh€tbitants  —  Additional  Ground  provided  hy 
Bates — Dividends  on  Fund  in  Court.]  A  rector 
who  has  enjoyed  the  right  to  burial  fees  from  a 
burial-ground,  the  freehold  of  which  is  vested  in 
trustees,  is  the  person  entitled  imder  sect  70  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  to  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  and  profits. — By  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament reciting  the  insufiBoiency  of  an  existing 
churchvnrd,  the  rector  and  churchwardens  and  cer- 
tain other  persons  were  constituted  trustees,  nnd 
empowered  to  enlarge  the  existing  churchyard 
ana  to  buy  land  for  an  additional  burial-ground, 
to  be  conveyed  to  the  rector  and  churchwardens 
*'  for  the  nse  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish." 
In  1849  a  portion  of  the  land  purcbasea  under 
the  Act  was  taken  by  a  railway  company,  and  the 
purchase-money  paid  into  Court  unaer  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act.  The  burial-gromid 
was  subsequently  closed  for  burials  :^HMt  that, 
inasmuch  as  the  land  wss  intended  as  an  addi- 
tion 1o  the  chnrohyard,  the  rights  of  the  rector 
therein  were  the  same  as  his  rights  in  the  old 
churchyard,  so  far  as  they  were  not  affected  by  the 
Act  under  which  the  land  was  purchased,  and 
that  he  was  entitled  to  the  dividends  on  the  fond 
in  Court  so  long  as  it  remaioed  there.  Ex  parte 
Rector  of  St.  Mabtim's,  Birmingham 

OAFITAL — ^Reduction  of— Oompany 

See  Reduotion  of  Cafital  akd  Shares. 

CAPITAL  AHD INOOME—- Apportionment  of  sum 
due  from  testator     ...     8ttl 
See  Apportionment — Tenant  for  Lifb 
AND  Remainderman. 
CABEB— Attorney-General  v.  Wax  Chandlers*  Com- 
pany  (Law  Rep.   8  Kq.  452),  distin- 
guished       -  -         -  -       to 
See  Charity  kot  exhaustino   wholp 
Income. 
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OABEB — coniinuad. 

Brotcntuoard  v.  Edwards  (2  Ves.  Sen.  248) 

considered    -  -  -  -     514 

iSee  Dying  without  Issue. 

Corfer V.Carter (3 K.& J. 617) followed      58 

See    PuBCBASE    fob    Value   without 
Notice. 

Cole  V.  Scott  (1  Mac.  &  G.  518)  disapproyed 

[548 
See  Will  sfeakoto  fbom  Death. 

Crrey  v.  Peanon  (0  H.  L.  0.  61)  considered 

[514 
See  Dying  without  Issue. 

Ive  v.  King  (16  Beav.  46)  followed     -     48 

See  Gun,  Original  or  substitutional. 

Le  Grice  v.  Finch  (3  Mer.  50)  commented 

on      -  -  -  -  -     506 

See  Legacy,  Spbcipic  or  demonstbatite. 

Ogilvie  v.  Currie  (37  L.  J.  (Ch.)  541)  com- 
mented on    -  -  -  -     815 

See  MiSBBPBESENTATION  IN  PBOSPBOrUS. 

Riley  v.  GameU  (3  De  G.  &  Sm.  629)  not 

followed       -  -  -         -     559 

See  Failure  of  Life  Estate. 

-  Seaman  v.  Wood  (22  Beav.  581)  commented 

on 4W 

See  Severance  of  Gift  to  Class. 

Webeter  v.  Boddington  (26  Beav.  128)  com- 

mented on    -  -         -  -     489 

See  Severance  of  Gift  to  Class. 

CXBTIOSABI— Lord  Mayoi^s  Conrt  -     556 

See  Lord  Mayor's  Court. 

OEASOS — ^Property  recoTcred  by  solicitor  181 
See  Solicitor's  Lien. 

OEASOIHG  OBDSE— Married  Women*8  Property 
Act 470 

See  MARHTim  Women's  Property  Act. 

CEABITT — Mortmain         -  -  -  1 

See  MoBTKAiN. 

Not  exhausting  the  whole  income     -       35 

See  Charity  not  exhausting  whole  In- 

OOHE. 

GHABITT  HOT  EXHAVflTIirO  WHOLE  IKOOIEE 

— CharHable^Devise — Surpbts."]  A  testator  devised 
certein  Louses  and  tenements  to  the  Master, 
Wardens,  and  Commonalty  of  the  Company  of 
Merchant  Taylors,  **  to  this  intent  and  upon  this 
condition/'  that  the  Master  and  Wardens  should 
every  year,  out  of  the  rents,  provide  for  twelve 
poor  men  and  twelve  poor  women  of  the  oitv  of 
London  certain  garments  of  a  specified  price; 
and  he  directed  the  chamberlain  and  town  clerk 
of  the  city  of  London  to  put  the  company  in 
mind  and  see  tbat  the  garments  were  given,  and 
gave  to  them  for  so  doing  10s.  a  piece  out  of  the 
rents ;  and  so  that  the  whole  residue  of  the  rents 
the  Master  and  Wardens  should  maintain  and 
gather  into  a  stock,  and  therewith  repair,  and  if 
need  be  rebuild  the  tenements :  and  in  case  the 
Master  and  Wardens  should  be  remiss  and  ne- 
gligent in  delivering  the  said  g&rments,  then  he 
willed  that  the  parson,  churchwardens,  and  pa- 
rishioners of  St.  Michael's,  ComhUl,  slntuld  enter 
upon  the  lands  and  tenements  and  hold  the  same, 
**  to  this  intent  and  upon  this  condition,"  that  they 


GEABITT  HOT  ZZHAmRTDTO  'WHOLE  IVOQHE. 

— contintted. 
should  bestow  the  yearly  rents  in  and  upon  the- 
garments  of  the  twelve  poor  men  and  twelve  poor 
women,  and  upon  the  reparation  of  the  tenementB, 
and  the  said  20«.  to  the  chamberlain  and  town* 
clerk.  At  the  death  of  the  testator  the  iocome 
arising  fitxm  the  tenements  was  oonttdenbly 
greater  than  was  required  for  the  charitable  pur- 
poses expressed  in  the  will,  and  the  paymeot  of 
the  20*.  to  the  chamberlain  and  town  clerk,  and 
subsequently  the  income  became  very  mudi 
great^ : — Held,  that  the  Merchant  TayM  Com- 
pany were  not  entitled  to  the  emrplus  for  their 
own  benefit,  but  were  bound  to  apply  it  for 
charitable  purposes. — Attorney-General  v.  Wax 
Chandlers*  ComjMny  (Law  Bep.  8  £q.  452;  Ibid. 
5  Ch.  503)  distinguished  and  explained.  Mn- 
CHANT  Taylors'  Coufant  v.  Attoeney-Gebebal 

OHIU) — Gift  to— Presumption  of  intention  -    10 
See  Advancbmemt.    1. 

CHTTiPHEE— -Legitimated  by  foreign  law— Legacy 
duty  .  -  -  -         -    474 

See  Leoact  Duty. 

CHILDBEE  OF  BB0THSR8  AHB  SISTEBt— TTtff 

— Children  of  Brothers  and  Sisters  dead  al  (he 
daU  of  tJie  Will— Words  *"  Et  cetera:'^  Testator 
bequeathed  '*  all  my  furniture,  fto.,"  together  with 
six  freehold  houses,  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after 
her  decease,  as  follows :  *'  One  half  to  my  brothers 
and  sisters  for  their  life  and  then  to  come  to  their 
children  and  in  the  same  manner  to  my  wife 
brother  and  brothers  children  and  grandchil- 
dren."—At  the  date  of  the  will  testator  had  one 
brother  and  three  sister's  living,  another  brother 
and  another  sister  having  died,  both  kaying 
children.  At  the  ssmo  elate  there  was  one  wife's 
brother  living,  two  wife's  brothers  haviuR  died* 
one  without  issue  living,  the  other  leaving  diflditn 
and  grandchildren.  At  the  date  of  the  testalM^s 
death  his  wife  and  all  his  brothers  and  sisten- 
were  dead,  but  his  wife  s  brother  was  still  hying  :— 
Held,  that  one  moietvof  the  property  was  divisible 
among  all  the  children  living,  at  the  testatoi's 
death,  of  all  his  brothers  and  sisterd  who  left 
children,  per  stirpes;  that  the  wife's  surrinng 
brother  took  an  estate  for  life  in  the  other  moiety, 
and  that  after  his  death  it  was  divisible  amongst 
all  the  children  and  grandchildren  living  at  his 
death,  or  coming  into  existence  during  the  hfo- 
time  of  the  tenant  for  life,  of  himself  and  the 
other  wife's  brothers  who  left  children  or  grmd- 
ohildren ;  the  families  taking  per  stirpes,  and  the 
children  and  grandchildren  of  eiich  family  per 
capita.  Testator  was  possessed,  at  his  death,  of 
some  waterworks  company  shares : — Held,  that  the 
shares  did  not  pass  under  the  expression  "Ac."^ 
Barnaby  v.  Tassbll  -  -  -         -    863 

'*  CHILDBEK  OB  LEGAL  ISSUE.**—  WiU  and  Cadi- 
eil^^  Or  "  ahd  **  and. ']  Testator  devi*=ed  lands  to 
his  daughter  A.  in  fee,  and  by  codicil  he  ordered 
that  the  lands  given  by  his  will  to  A.  sIioaM 
be  not  80  given,  but  to  all  the  children  or  legal 
issue  of  A.,  to  be  divided  amongst  them  in  equid 
shares,  alter  the  decease  of  his  daughter  J.  and 
her  husband.  She  had  ten  diildren,  one  of  whom 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  three,  who 
survived  him,  died  in  her  lifetime  i—Edd,  that 
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-"CHUDSEV  OB  LEGAL  laSlTR^—Cfmtinued, 

•the  children  of  A.,  who  were  living  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  those  who  were  bom  after- 
awards,  .  took  vested  interests  in  fee,  to  the  exclu- 
fiiou  of  grandchildren  and  groat  grandchildren. 
HoLXAND  V.  Wood        -  -  -  -     91 

^CHUBGHTARI>— Rights  of  rector    -  15,123 

See  BUBIAL-OBOUMD.      1, 2. 

'CLASS— Children  of  brothers  and  sisters  -  863 
See  Chiij>bsn  of  Bbothebs  and  Sisters. 

Period  of  ascertaining  -  -         -       43 

See  Gift,  Obiginal  or  substitutional. 

Severance  of  objects     -  -  -     499 

See  Severance  op  Gift  to  Class. 

'COAL-IQHE — Wrongful  working — Mode  of  taking 
account         -  -  -  -     188 

See  Adjoininq  Coal-siine. 

^COmCOir  of  yiCXHAGE— Production  of  title- 
deeds  of  lord  of  manor  -  -  284 
See  Production  of  Documents. 

•OOlCPAinr— Acceptance  of  shares  36, 100,  242 
See  Aoceftancb  of  Shares.    1 — 3. 

Amalgamation  -  -  -  65, 164 

See  Amalgamation  of  Companies.    1,  2. 

Debentures  payable  to  bearer  -         -     478 

See  Debentures. 

Leave  to  proceed  after  winding-up     -     248 

See  Leavb  to  proceed  afteb  Winding-X7P. 

Lloyd's  bonds     -  -  -  -     167 

See  Lloyd's  Bonds. 

3Iisrepresentation  in  prospectus         -     216 

See  Misrepresentation  in  Prospectus. 

Paid-up  shares  -  -  -  -     131 

See  Payment  by  Money's  Worth. 

Qualification  of  director  -  -     192 

See  QuALiFioATioN  OF  Director. 

Reconstruction  -  -  -  -     109 

See  Reconstruction  of  Company. 

Reduction  of  capital  and  shares         -     366 

See  Reduciion  of  Capital  and  Shares. 

Shares — Payment  by  money's  worth  -      131 

See  Payment  by  Money's  Worth. 

Unregistered — Registration    for  purpose  of 

winding-up  -  -  -  -     321 

See  Winding-up  Petition.    2. 

Winding-up — Costs — Taxation  -     151 

See  Taxation  of  Costs. 

Winding-up  petition        -  -     149,821 

See  Winding-up  Petition.    1,  2. 

'GOlCFOSinOir  with  CBSDIT0B8  —  Distin- 
guished from  liquidation  by  arrangement 
See  Injunction  in  Bankruptcy.   1.  [204 

Registration  of  resolutions      -  -     619 

See  Liquidation  by  Arrangement.    2. 

/COHTIBMATIOK— Breach  of  trust— Infant— Set- 
tlement by  the  Court  -  -  439 
See  Settlement  by  the  Court. 

<COHTEXFT,  FB0CES8  OJ— Practice — Injuneium 
— Motion  to  Commit — Amendment  of  BtU — Dehtore 
Act^  1869  (32  &  33  Vict,  c.  62).  «.  4.]  An  injunc- 
tion, if  granted  upon  merits,  is  not  dissolved  by 
iLmendment  of  the  bill,  though  the  amendment  lie 
without  saving  tite  injunction. — ^An  order  was 
made  on  a  Defendant  to  deliver  to  a  receiver  bills 
and  cheques,  "or"  to  pay  moneys  received  in 


OOKTEHFT,  FB0CES8  OJ— continued, 
respect  of  them.  The  Defendant  said  he  delivered 
over  the  only  bill  in  his  possession,  and  that  he 
had  cashed  the  others,  but  did  not  say  whetlier 
before  or  after  the  order ;  and  then  said  that  ne- 
glect to  pay  over  the  moneys  (which  he  admitted 
he  had  received)  was  merely  making  a  default  in 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Debtors  Act,  1869,  s.  4 :— flcW,  that  the 
Defendant  had  committed  a  clear  breach  of  the 
order,  and  that  the  Dtbtors  Act  had  no  applica- 
tion ;  and  order  for  committal  accordingly.  Har- 
vey t7.  Hall    -----       31 

2. Pauper  Defendant-- Costa  of  Plaintiff 

^Discharge  fnm  Custody— Suitor^  Fund— Courts 
of  Justice  {Salaries  and  Funds)  Act,  1869  (82  <i^  33 
Viet,  c,  91)— Practice.']  On  motion  on  behalf  of 
a  pauper  Defendant  in  contempt,  that  he  may  be 
discharged  from  custody,  the  Court  has  no  au- 
thority, under  the  Courts  of  Justice  (Salaries  and 
Funds)  Acty  1869,  to  order  the  costs  of  the  Plain- 
tifEl  upon  his  own  application,  to  be  provided  for 
by  the  Treasury.    Hall  v.  Hall    -  -     290 

OOHTBAGTOB—Lloyd^s  bonds        -  -     167 

See  Lloyd's  Bonds. 

CONTBIBTJTOBT — Acceptance  of  shares   81, 100, 

See  AocEPTANCB  op  Shares.  1 — 3.    [242 
Paid-up  shares  -         -  -  -     131 

See  Payment  by  Money's  Worth. 
^—  Qualification  of  director  -  -     192 

See  Qoalifioation  of  Director. 
Reconstruction  of  company     -  -     109 

See  Beconstruction  of  Company. 
Witness  in  winding-up— Crofls-esamination 

See  Witness  in  Winding-up.  [428 

CONVlSRSIOir  —  Will  —  Construction  —  Wasting 
Property — Im^ied-  Discretion  for  Conversion — 
Discretion  of  Trustees.']  A  testator,  after  a  specific 
bequest,  gave  all  liis  residuary  estate,  both  real 
and  personal,  to  trustees  (whom  he  also  appointed 
executors)  upon  trust,  as  soon  as  convenientlv 
might  be  after  bis  death,  to  sell  so  much  and  such 
part  thereof  as  they  might  think  necessary  for 
paying  all  his  mortgage  and  other  just  debts  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses;  and  he  di- 
rected the  trustees,  out  of  the  moneys  to  arise 
from  such  sale  and  other  his  residuary  estate,  to 
pay  all  such  sums  of  money  as  might  at  the  time 
of  his  decease  be  charged  on  his  freehold  or  lease- 
hold estates  by  way  of  mortgage  and  all  other  his 
just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
and  to  invest  so  much  of  the  moneys  as  might 
remain  after  such  payments ;  and  to  stand  pos- 
sessed of  such  investments  and  all  other  his  re- 
siduary estate  and  the  income  thereof  upon  trust 
for  several  persons  successively  for  their  respec- 
tive lives,  with  remainders  over.  Part  of  the  tes- 
tator's residuary  estate  consisted  of  a  leasehold, 
which  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  subject  to  a 
mortgage.  Shortly  after  the  testator's  death,  the 
trustees  paid  off  the  mortgage  out  of  the  testator's 
estate : — Heldy  that,  upon  the  construction  of  the 
will,  the  trustees  hud  a  discretion  as  to  what  part 
of  the  testator^s  estate  should  be  converted ;  that 
the  Court  could  not  interfere  with  such  discretion, 
at  all  events  if  a  considerable  time  had  elapsed 
since  it  had  been  exercised ;  and  that  the  tenants 
for  life  were  entitled  to  enjoy  the  leaseholds  in 
specie,    in  re  Sxwell's  Estate      -         -       80 
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GOXPOSATIOK— Power  to  take  money  bcqncnthed 
or  devised    -         -  -  -         1 

iSee  MoRmAiK. 

COBFTJB  AHD  IHCOKB— Co8t»— Fnnd  in  Court 
— Dividends  -  _  _     155 

>Vc  Trustee  Belief  Act. 

COSTS — Heir-at-law's  opposition  to  will  —  Issue 
directed  by  Court   -  -  -     472 

See  UxsuccESSFUL  Oitosition  to  Will. 

Partition  suit     -  -  -  -       90 

See  Pabtition  Suit.     1. 

—  Pauper  Defendant  in  contempt  —  Suitors' 

fund 290 

See  Costempt,  Pbocess  op.    2. 

Trustee  Relief  Act       -  -  -     155 

See  Tbusteb  Belief  Act. 

Winding-up— Taxation  -  -     151 

See  Taxatioh  of  Costs. 

OOYSKAHT— After-acquired  property  -  279 
Sec  Cotenant  to  settle. 

Satisfaction — Will — ^Hotchpot  clause        142 

See  Hotchpot  Clause. 

OOVSVAVT  TO  BSmJ^—MarHage  Setilemeni— 
After'Ocquired  Property.']  A  marriage  settlement 
contained  a  covenant  that  if,  during  the  coverture, 
the  wife  should  become  entitled  to  any  property  of 
tho  value  of  £500  or  upwards,  it  should  be  vested 
in  the  trustees  upon  tho  trusts  of  the  settlement. 
After  the  marriage  a  sum  of  £5499 19«.  Id,  was  be- 
queathed upon  such  trusts  as  the  wife  should 
appoint.  8he  executed  eleven  successive  deeds, 
several  of  them  on  the  same  day,  by  each  of  which 
she  appointed  £499  19».  lid.  for  her  own  separate 
use  : — Held^  that  the  money  in  question  was  not 
lx)und  by  the  covenant  in  uie  settlement,  and  that 
the  wife  was  entitled  to  the  whole.  Boweb  v. 
Smith    ------     279 

CB088-EXAMIKATI0K— Witness  in  winding-up 
See  W1TKE8S  IN  Winding-up.  [428 

CB088  BUn^Practiee— Evidence— EepUeaiion'- 
Motixm  for  Decree.']  On  the  day  on  which  the 
evidence  was  closed  in  a  suit  in  whidi  replication 
had  been  filed,  the  FlaintifTs  in  a  cross  suit  served 
notice  of  motion  for  decree  in  their  suit. — A 
month's  time  was  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
original  suit  for  putting  in  his  evidence  upon  the 
motion  for  decree,  and  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  cross 
•  suit  subsequently  filed  a  large  mass  of  affidavits  in 
reply.  On  motion  by  Plaintiff  in  the  original  suit 
to  suppress  this  evidence  in  reply,  on  the  ground 
tliat  it  was  an  unfair  attempt  by  Plaintifis  in  the 
cross  suit  to  obtain  an  advantage  by  putting  in  new 
evidence  on  matters  in  issue  in  the  original  suit 
after  publication  had  passed : — Heldf  that  there 
had  been  no  such  irregularity  on  the  part  of  Plain- 
tiffs in  the  cross  cause  in  the  conduct  of  their  suit 
as  to  justify  the  Court  in  suppressing  the  evidence 
filed  by  them  in  reply,  but  that  cross-examination 
in  Court  would  be  directed  upon  the  affidavits  in 
reply,  notwithstanding  such  affidavits  were  filed  in 
a  suit  intended  to  be  heard  on  motion  for  decree. 
Hall  v.  Habgbeaves.     Habgbeaves  r.  Hall 

[414 

CV8T0K — ^Publicans— Brewer  and  Distiller— Ad- 
vance on  public-house  «  -  -  459 
See  Mobtqaoe  of  PuBLic-iiorsE. 


DEATH — Condition    of,    coupled    with    oontin- 
gency  -  -  _         .    ^^ 

See  Death  coupled  with  Coxtdtgesct. 

Presumption  of  -         —         -         -    286 

See  Pbbbumption  of  Death. 

BEATS  COUPLED  WITH  OOHTDrOEVCT-Ft'R 

— Absolute  Gift  at  Tiventy-five — Gift  over  ok 
Death  before  Marriage — Time  of  Vesting.]  A 
testator  bequeathed  all  he  should  die  possused  of 
to  bo  equally  divided  between  his  siBters  A.  and 
S.  for  their  sole  use  and  benefit*  to  be  invested  in 
his  sisters'  names  as  they  should  direct ;  his  sister 
A.  (who  "was  then  over  twenty-five  years  of  age) 
to  have  the  immediate  control  of  her  share,  and 
his  sister  S.  upon  attaining  twenty-five  years,  until 
which  time  it  was  to  beheld  in  trust  for  her.  And 
in  case  of  the  death  of  either  of  his  sisters  befoie 
him,  or  before  marrying  and  having  childr^the 
whole  of  the  property  to  go  to  the  survivor.  The 
testator's  elder  sister  A.  married  and  bad  childiea : 
— Heldy  that  the  gift  over  to  the  surviving  sialer, 
on  the  contingency  of  the  death  of  the  other  before 
marrying  and  having  children,  was  refentUe  to 
such  death  occurring  before  she  should  attaia  tk» 
age  of  twenty-fivo  years;  and  tliat  the  yonnger 
sister,  on  attaining  twenty-five,  though  still  un- 
married, became  absolutely  entitled  to  a  moiety  of 
the  property.    Clabkv.  Henbt 


DEBEHTUBEB—  Promissory  Notes  —  NegditAie 
Instruments — Contract  to  pay  the  BearerSgm- 
ties    between    Company    ana    original  HcUda^ 
Am,ount  of  Interest — "Winding-up  under  Supervition 
— Supervision  Order  relating  bade  to  eonfinMicTf 
Resolution.]     The  directors  of  a  company,  having 
power  by  its  memorandum  of  association  to  bono*' 
money  and  to  issue  transferable  or  other  bonds, 
mortgages,  or  debentures,  had,  under  its  articles  of 
association,  large  powers  for  issuing  "  debentnreB, 
bonds,  obligations,  or  other  securities,  either  spe- 
cifically charged  on  any  property  of  the  companv, 
or  not  so  charged,  in  any  form  or  manner,  or  for 
any  amount,"  not  exceeding  the  nominal  capital  of 
the  company,  and  a  specific  power  to  issue  and 
indorse   negotiable  instruments. — The  company 
issued  in  payment  to  vendors  of  land  to  them 
instruments  described  on  ^eir  face  as  **  debentnie 
bonds,"  and  stamped  as  bonds,  and  expressed  that 
the  company  '*  bind  themselves  and  thdr  eooces- 
sors  to  pay  the  bearer  the  principal  sum  of  £20* 
The  words  with  respect  to  interest  were  insimilar 
form,  and  there  was  no  charge  on  any  of  the  pro- 
pei-ty  of  the  company.    The  instruments  were  sold 
in  open  market — The  company  being  now  in 
course  of  winding-up,  it  being  admitted  that  the 
comx)any  had  equities  against  the  parties  to  whom 
the  instruments  were  originally  issued : — Hdd^  !• 
That  the  instrument  were  promissory  notes,  or  if 
not  promissory  notes,  negotiable  instruments,  and 
amounted  to  contracts  to  pay  any  one  who  might 
happn  to  be  the  bearer.     2.  That,  oonseqoentJy, 
holders  for  value  without  notice  of  the  equities 
were  entitled  to  prove  for  the  amount  due  free 
from  equities.   3.  That  the  right  to  prove  was  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  holders  had  purchased 
after  the  passing  of  resolutions  to  wind  up  the 
company,  though  without  notice  of  their  ^J™? 
been  passed. — The  winding-up  which  commenoed 
by  resolutions  duly  conmned,  was  being  con- 
tinued under  the  supervision  of  the  Court  :—5«»» 
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a>ntinued, 

that  the  SDpervision  order  related  back  for  all  pur- 
poses to  the  confirmatory  reuolution,  and  oonae- 
qnently  that  the  proof  could  only  be  made  for  the 
principal  and  interest  to  the  date  of  the  confitma- 
tary  resolutiou ;  and  that  this  onestion  was  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  interest  nad  been  paid  to 
a  later  date.  In  re  Imperial  Land  Company  of 
Marskti.t.wr.  Ex  parte  Colborne  and  Staaw- 
BBXDOE  ---«.-      47S 

DSFSCnVZ  EZEOUnOK— Evidence  in  equity 
See  Reference  to  PowEn.  [871 

JXEHOnTRATDTE  LEGACfT  -  -     606 

See  Legacy,  Specific  ob  demokstratiye. 

DEVISE— Failure  of  life  estate— Equitable  re- 
mainder ....  559 
See  Failure  of  Life  Estate. 

DIBECT0B8— Qualification  of—Paid-up  shares 

[100,848 

See  Acceptance  of  Shares.    2,  3. 

maOOYXBT  OF  DEFENDAirr'S  CASE—PUading 
— Exceptione  to  AnswerJ^  In  1862  a  policy  of 
assurance  was  granted  upon  the  life  of  A,,  who 
about  the  same  time  went  to  reside  in  India,  On 
account  of  A'e  bad  state  of  health  an  additional 
premium  was  charged,  but  the  Indian  extra  rate 
was  not  cliarged  by  the  company,  who  alleged 
ifaat  they  did  not  know  of  A.'e  departure  for 
India,  In  1868,  the  days  of  grace  having  expired, 
the  company  declined  to  reinstate  the  policy 
except  upon  the  terms  of  payment  of  the  Indian 
extra  rate  for  the  period  that  had  elapsed  since  the 
policy  was  effected,  relying  upon  the  condition 
contained  in  the  policy,  that  it  should  be  void  if 
the  assured  should  go  beyond  Europe  without 
obtaining  permission  of  the  directors  on  payment 
of  a  premium  adequate  to  the  extra  risk.  A.  filed 
his  bill,  pmying  a  declaration  that  he  was  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  his  policy  upon  payment  of  the 
premium  originally  charged,  with  liberty  to  reside 
m  India  without  extra  premium;  and  interro- 
gated the  company  as  to  their  habit  with  regard 
to  similar  oases  at  the  time  his  policy  was  issued, 
calling  upon  them  to  take  ten  policies  imme- 
diately preceeding  and  immediately  subsequent  to 
the  date  of  A.*8  policy,  upon  the  lives  of  persons 
about  to  start  for  India  in  the  Civil  Service,  and 
to  state  whether  any  such  licenses  and  extra  pay- 
ments were  given  or  made  in  such  cases,  and  the 
form  of  the  respective  policies: — Held,  njyon  ex- 
ceptions to  answer,  that  the  Defendants  were 
bound  to  give  the  discovery  sought  by  the  inter- 
logatory,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  tne  Plaintiff 
to  establish  the  case  of  conduct  and  waiver  in 
similar  cases  raised  by  the  equity  of  his  bill. 
GiBDLxsTom:   «.   Nobth    British  MEBCAtiTiLx 

IMSDBAMCE  COMPANY  -  -  -  -       197 

DISCBSnOK— Trustees—Investment  -  439 
See  Ik^-esthent  bt  Tbustees.    2. 

Trustees — Investment  -  -  -       80 

See  CowvERSioy. 

DISTSE8S  FOB  BENT  —  Injunction  asainst— 
Bankruptcy  ...  S04, 615 
See  Ivjvvcnov  in  BAKSBrPTcr.    1,  2. 

USIBIBirtlOir— Period  of  -  -         -     038 

See  *'  Issue  then  Liviko." 

DIVIDBH  JNI— Fund  in  Court— Trustee  Belief  Act 
See  Tbubtee  Relief  Act.  [166 


UHTEDEXHB— continued, 

Fund  in  Com-t— Lands  Clauses  Act      15, 23 

See  BUBIAL-GROUND.     1,  2. 

BOCmCENTS— Production  of  -  -     284 

See  Pbodvction  of  Documents. 

DOMICIL— Foreign— Legacy  duty — Children  legi- 
timated by  foreign  law  -  -  474 
See  Legacy  Duty. 

—  Foreign — Succesaon  duty       -  -     378 

See  Succession  Dutt. 

SOWEB— 8  &  9  Vict  c.  112— Saiiiified  Term.'] 
A.,  being  lessee  of  land  for  ninety-nine  years, 
created  a  term  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  subse- 
quently acquired  the  fee.  He  afterwards  became 
bankrupt.  By  agreement  between  his  assignees 
in  bankruptcv,  himself,  and  the  mortgagee,  a  deed 
was  executed  by  which  the  mortgage  debt  was 
releosod,  and  the  fee  simple  was  conveyed  to  the 
mortgagee  freed  and  diBcharged  from  idl  equity  of 
redemption: — HeUd,  upon  demurrer  to  a  bill  for 
dower  by  A,*8  widow  (married  in  1832),  that  upon 
the  release  and  extinction  of  the  mortgage  debt 
the  term  which  was  created  for  the  pnrpose  of 
securing  that  debt  became  a  satisfied  term  within 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  112,  s.  2,  and  afforded  no  protection 
against  the  claim  o{A,'8  widow  to  dower.  Andeb- 
80N  17.  PiGNET  -----      329 

DTIKG  WITHOUT  IBSUZ—WiU—Coneiruetion— 
Gift  over — Failure  of  Condition — Words** and" 
"or,*"]  A  testator  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  his  wife 
for  lue,  and  afterwards  to  his  cousin  H,  for  her  sole 
use ;  and  should  she  have  any  legtU  issue  by  mar- 
riage, to  be  divided  amongst  them  equally  at  twenty- 
one.  *'  Should  the  said  H.  not  survive  my  wife, 
and  die  without  the  said  legal  issue  by  marriage," 
he  gave  Jiis  residuary  estate  to  M. — H,  survived 
the  te&tator's  wife,  but  iiad  no  children  : — Held, 
that  the  woitls  "  not  survive  "  must  be  construed 
as  equivalent  to  *^  die  in  the  lifetime  of,"  and  that 
the  gift  over  could  only  tolce  effect  on  the  death 
of  H,,  without  children,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator's widow,  which  event  not  having  happened, 
it  failed.— Grey  v.  Pearaon  (G  H.  L.  C.  Gl)  and 
Brownsvord  v.  Edicards  (2  Yes.  Sen.  243)  con- 
sidered.   Reed  t;.  Bbaithwaite      -  -     614 

EVIBEHCE — Cross  suit  ...  414 
See  Cboss  8uit. 

—  Insane  witness   -  .  -  -     420 

See  Insane  Witne&j. 

Parol,  to  prove  intention  of  testator   -     642 

See  Will  speaeing  fbom  Death. 

Parol,  to  prove  intention  of  testator  -     678 

See  Mistake  in  Will. 

Presumption — Woman  past  child-bearing 

See  Woman  past  Child-bsabino.     [408 

Presumption  of  death— Person  not  heard  of 

for  seven  years       ...     236 
See  Presumftion  or  Death. 

Win»ling-uii — Contributory     -  -     428 

See  Witness  in  WiNDiKO-r?. 

EZCEPnOire  TO  AHSWXB— Discovery  -  197 
See  DisooYERY  of  Defendant's  Case. 

SXECUTIOH  GBEniTOB— Liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment— Belation  back  to  petition  -  (>04 
See  Liquidation  by  Abbanoement.    1. 
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FAILUBE  OF  LIFE  EBTATS—TTiZZ— Deowa  of 
BeaUy — Equitable  Bemainder — Iniermediate  BenU 
— Re9idut!\  Testator  devised  a  freehold  house  to 
trobtees  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  '^  to  permit 
and  suffer  or  sufficiently  authorize  and  empower  " 
his  wife  **  to  receive  and  tsJce "  the  rents  for  her 
separate  use ;  and  after  her  decease  upon  similar 
trusts  in  favour  of  his  niece  E.  W. ;  and  from  and 
after  her  deooase  to  stand  seised  of  the  Bame  house 
upon  trust  for  all  or  such  one  or  more  of  her 
children  or  child  as  she  diould  by  deed  or  will 
appoint,  and  in  default  (which  happened)  of  ap- 
pointment^ upon  trust  for  all  and  every  tbe  child 
and  chUdren  of  E,  W.,  *^  who,  being  a  son  or  sons, 
shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  being 
a  daughter  or  duushters,  shall  attain  that  age  or 
be  sooner  marriea;  if  more  than  one,  in  equal 
shares  as  tenants  in  common"  .  .  .  butifnocnild 
of  E,  W,  should  "  live  to  attain  a  vested  interest 
in  **  the  premises,  the  house  was  to  fall  into  his 
residuary  real  e&tate.  The  will  gave  to  the  trus- 
tees for  the  time  being  power,  with  tbe  consent  of 
the  wife  during  her  iSe,  to  lease  the  house. — ^After 
tbe  testator's  death,  his  wife  eutered  into  receipt 
of  the  rents  of  the  house;  and  after  her  death 
E.  W.  entered  into  receipt  of  the  rents,  and  so  con- 
tinued until  her  death  in  1861.  Her  only  child,  a 
daughter,  attained  twenty-one  in  1870  : — HM, 
that  the  remainder  to  the  daughter  of  E.  W,  was 
an  equitable  remainder,  and  consequentlv  did  not 
fail,  although  the  preceding  life  estate  failed  before 
she  attained  twenty-one  : — Hddf  further,  that  the 
intermediate  rents  of  the  house  fell  into  tbe  resi- 
duary real  estate. — Riley  v.  Gameit  (3  De  G.  & 
Sm.  629)  not  followed.    In  re  Eddels*  Tbusts 
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FOSEIGir  LAW— Children  bom  before  marriage 
— Legacy  duty        -  -  -     474 

See  Legacy  Duty. 

FOBFJUTUKB — Power — Appointment  by  will 
before  forfeiture      -  -  -     488 

See  FoBVEiTURE  Clause. 

FOBFXrrUBE  OLAITSE — Power  to  appoint  by 
Will — Forfeiture  of  Power — WiU  previwuHy  exe- 
cuted,] Under  a  settlement  a  fiind  was  held 
upon  trust  for  such  persons  as  G,  and  B.  should 
jointly  appoint,  and  subject  thereto  upon  trust 
for  G,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  sub- 
ject to  determination  as  thereinafter  mentioned, 
with  remainder  to  such  of  a  certain  class  as  B. 
should  by  deed  or  will  appoint :  and  it  was  pro- 
vided that  if  B.  should  commit  any  of  cerlain  acts, 
his  life  estate  i^ould  be  determined  and  the  trust 
fund  should  go  as  if  ^.  were  actually  dead,  and 
all  the  powers  therein  contained  should  thence- 
forth be  exercised  as  if  he  were  tiien  dtad,  with- 
out prejudice  to  his  right  to  exercise  jointly  with 
G.,  either  before  or  after  the  determination  of  the 
trust  in  his  favour,  the  joint  power  reserved  to 
them.  B.  committed  an  act  of  forfeiture,  and 
afterwards  died:->.H<32e{,  that  the  sole  power  of 
appointment  reserved  to  him  was  not  effectually 
exercised  by  a  will  made  prior  to  the  forfeiture. 
Potts  v,  Bbftton       -         -         -         -     488 

FOBGEDBILL  OF  LADTSO—BiU  of  Exchange— 
Bepreeeniation — Guarantee  of  Gfnuinenees.']  A 
bill  of  exchange  drawn  upon  the  Plaintiff  by  his 
correspondent  abroad  against  bill  of  lading,  was 
sent  through  the  Defendants,  who  were  baidccrs. 


FQBGBD  BILL  OF  LABIHO--oof»<tmMd. 

for  presentation  and  collection.  The  hank  pre- 
sented the  bill  to  the  Plaintiff  with  this  memo- 
randum :  **  The  bank  holds  bill  of  lading  and 
policy  for  251  bales  of  cotton,  per  WiUiam  Cum- 
ming$r  The  Plaintiff  accepted  the  bill  without 
asking  to  see  the  bill  of  lading,  and  aftenraids 
retired  it  before  it  was  due,  paid  the  maney  sod 
received  the  bill  of  lading,  which  proved  to  be  s 
forgery. — ^Upon  bill  filed  against  the  bank  to  re- 
cover back  the  money  so  paid  upon  the  lull  of 
exchange: — Held,  tliat  the  memorandum  did  not 
amount  to  a  guarantee  by  the  bank  that  the  so- 
called  bill  of  lading  was  genuine ;  and  that  tbe 
Plaintiff  had  no  equity  to  recover  back  themoner. 
Leather  v.  Simpson  -         -         -        -    M 

FOBxi  PAUPEBI8— Defendant  in  contempt- 
Costs — Suitors'  fund  -  -  MO 
See  CoMTBMFT,  Pbocebs  of.    2. 

FBAUDTJLEHT  OOBYETAVCB— Xegligenoe  iU 
See  Priobitt  by  Neouoence. 

''FBEEHOLD  HOIJBEB ''--TTtTZ— Om^enidtm-- 
Mortgage  of  Term  to  Tettator — Mortgage^mef 
held  not  to  pose,]  The  lessee  for  a  tenn  of  yean 
of  four  houses  assigned  the  term,  by  way  of  mort- 
gage, to  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  immediate  reY8^ 
sion,  who  afterwards  devised  the  houses  by  the 
description  of  "  my  freehold  houses,"  mentioiung 
the  number  of  the  houses  in  the  street  where  they 
were  situated ;  and  he  was  in  possession  as  mortr 
gagee  at  the  tinoe  of  his  death : — Held,  that  tho 
mortgage  debt  did  not  pass  under  the  deviae,  but 
formed  part  of  the  testator's  personal  estate. 
BowEN  V.  Bablow      -  -  -         -    iH 

GEHEBAL  OBDBB,  HOY.  11,  1808,  r.  60     418 

See  WiTMESB  IN  WiNDIKO-CP. 

MABCH  21, 1868  -  .         .    866 

See  Redcotion  of  Capital  akd  Shabei 

OEHEBAL  BULBS  DT  BAHXBUFICT,  JAI.i 
1870,  r.  260  -  -  -  -  «W 
See  iKJUMcnoN  nr  Banebuftot.    2. 

eiFT,  OBionrAL  ob  BmnrumasAir-wiBr- 

SubstUuted  Gift  to  leeu^—Time  when  CUus  to  U 
oMertained-^Joint  Tenants.']  Bequest  to  tegts- 
tor's  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards  equally  betweai 
all  his  brothers  and  sisters,  namely,  M^  JB.,  T.j  N 
and  F, ;  but  in  case  any  of  them  should  die  leaf- 
ing issue,  then  the  pa^  or  share  of  him,  her.  or 
them  so  dying  should  go  to  his  or  their  reepectire 
issue.— The  testator  died  in  1842,  and  his  widow 
in  1868.  None  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  va- 
vived  her.  E.  and  F.  predeceased  the  teetslo; 
leaving  children  and  remoter  issue,  of  whom  some 
were  horn  before  and  some  after  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  some  died  in  the  widow's  lifetioie. 
M.  survived  the  testator,  and  died  leaving  chil- 
dren ;  T,  survived  the  testator,  and  died  without 
issue ;  S,  survived  the  testator,  and  left  one  child: 
—Hdd,  that  the  word  "  issue"  was  to  be  taken  in 
its  krgest  sense:— ^e2d,  also,  that  the  class  of 
issue  of  E,  and  F.  were  to  be  ascertained  at  the 
testator's  death,  and  the  class  of  issue  of  M.  at 
M:s  death,  and  that  in  each  case  the  issue  wers 
entitled  1o  the  parent's  one-fifth  share  per  eap&a^ 
as  joint  tenants ;  also  that  the  representative  m  r. 
and  the  only  child  of  S,  were  each  entitled  to 
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eiFT,  OBieiVAL  OB  8UWrXIUTIONAIr-HX>nt<2.  I  m'AHT— Settlement  by  Court— Confinnation  of 
one-fifth  share.    Ive  v.  King  (16  Beav.  46)  fol-  deaUngs  with  tnirt  funds  -  -     489 


lowed.    HoBOBN  V,  Neale    -  -  -       48 

OBSAT-HEPHSW      .  .  ~  -       97 

See  Nephews  and  Gbeat-Nephewb. 

OTFAEAHTKE— Forged  bill  of  lading— Genuine- 
ness -----     398 
See  FoBGED  Bill  of  Lading. 

HS£BrAT-LAW— Opposition  to  will— Costs     472 
See  Unsuccessful  Opposition  to  Will, 

HOTCHPOT  tSLUSfSR^Covenant  to  aetUe — WiU — 
SatUfadUm — Share  of  Residue— Amount  of  Estate 
for  DietribtUion.']  A  testator,  after  provldiog  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  directed  tbat  his  resi- 
duary estate  should  be  divided  amongst  his  nine 
children  eqnallv  if  it  did  not  exceed  £40,000,  but 
if  it  exceeded  that  amount,  in  such  away  that  the 
shares  of  his  sons  should  be  one-twentietii  greater 
than  the  shares  of  his  daughters.  He  then  recited 
that  he  had  covenanted,  in  the  marriage  settle- 
ment of  one  of  his  daughters,  to  make  a  certain 
provision  for  her,  and  directed  that  any  money 
paid  by  his  executors  to  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment in  pursuance  of  the  covenant  should  be 
taken  pro  tanto  us  part  of  the  daughter's  share 
under  the  will,  and  brought  into  hotchpot  and 
accounted  for  accordingly.  The  state  of  the  testa- 
tor's property  wos  such  that  it  exceeded  £40,000 
if  the  amount  which  the  executors  became  liable 
to  pay  under  the  covenant  was  included  in  it  for 
the  purpose  of  dlBtribution,  but  not  otherwise : — 
J3e?<2,  that  &e  effect  of  the  hotchpot  clause  was  to 
make  the  estate  for  the  purpose  of  distribution  as 
if  the  debt  created  by  the  covenant  had  never 
existed,  and  that  it  must  be  distributed  as  exceed- 
ing £40,000.    Fox  V.  Fox    -  -         -     142 

HUBBABD  AHD  WIFE— Separate  use— Second 
marriage       -  -  -  -         6 

See  Sepabatb  Use. 

Settlement — After-acquired  property       279 

See  Covenant  to  settle. 

Wife's  debt — Separate   estate  —  Charging 

order-  -  -  -  -     470 

See  Mabried  Women's  Pbopebty  Act. 

Woman  past  diild-bearing — Presumption 

See  WOUAN  past  CHILD-BEABINa.        [408 

JLLEQITOKATE   CEILDSEn' —  Le^timated    by 
foreign  law  -  -         -  -     474 

See  Legacy  Dxnr. 

UCFIilCATIOK — Absolute  gift  at  twenty-one   146 
See  Implied  Gift  at  Twenty-one, 

UCFLIED  GIFT  AT  TWZHT7-0HS— TFtZZ-O)!!. 

ttruction — Conditional  Qift  ortfr.]  A  legacy  was 
directed  to  be  held  on  trust  for  i>.,  '*  should  he 
survive  my  sister  T. ;  should  he  not  survive  her, 
nor  attain  his  twenty-first  year," over  :—J7e2d,  that 
an  absolute  gift  to  D,  at  twenty-one  must  be  im- 
plied.   In  re  Thompson's  Tbusis    -         -     146 

IVCOXE  AHD  COBFUB— Fund  in  Court— Divi- 
dends .  -         -  .     155 

See  Tbustee  Belief  Act. 

IKDEXHITY— FaUure  of— Transfer  of  business  of 
insurance  C3mpany  -  -  -     164 

See  Amalgamation  of  Companies.    2. 


See  Settlement  by  the  Coubt. 

nrJUNCnOir— Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  -    214,  615 
See  Injunction  in  Bankblftcy.   1,  2. 

Dissolution  of — ^Amendment  of  bill    -     81 

See  Contempt,  Pbocess  of.    1. 

^—  Nuisance— Adjoining  property  -     388 

See  Nuisance  to  adjoining  Pbopebty. 


Trade-mark — "  The  original 
See  Tbade-mabk. 
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nrJUHCnOK  nr  BAHKEUFTCT— ^  an^-ruptoy  Act^ 
1869, 88. 95, 125,  l^^—Didreee— Seizure  and  SaU^ 
Distinction  hettoeen  Liguidaiion  by  Arrangement 
and  Composition  with  Creditors,']  Distress  mider 
a  statutory  power,  levied  by  a  gas  company  against 
the  goods  of  a  debtor,  who,  on  the  day  of,  but 
after  the  seizure,  filed  a  petition  for  liquidation  by 
arrangement,  and  obtained  an  ex  parte  injunction 
restraining  the  sale  of  the  goods  seized.  At  the 
first  meeting  of  creditors  a  composition  under  the 
126th  section  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1»69,  was 
resolved  upon  by  the  requisite  majority  of  credi- 
tors, and  me  resolution  was  afterwards  dulv  con- 
firmed and  registered.  Subsequently,  on  the  ap- 
plication of  the  debtor,  the  order  appealed  fiom 
was  made,  directing  the  company  to  deliver  up  the 
goods  seized  by  them  under  the  distress  '.—jSM^ 
that  the  order  must  be  discharged.  Oases  of  li- 
quidation by  arrangement  under  sect.  125,  and 
composition  with  creditors  under  sect.  126,  distin- 
gidshed.  Ex  parte  Bibminoham  Gasugbt  and 
Coal  Company.    In  re  Adams        -         -     204 

2. BanliruptcyAct,  1869,  n.  13,  84— (7«i. 

Rules  of  Jan.,  1870,  Rt$le  260— Distress  for  Rent 
— Execution  or  other  legal  Process.']  Distress  for 
rent  is  not  **  an  execution  or  legal  process  "  within 
the  meaning  of  those  terms  in  sect.  13  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Act  of  1869,  and  Rule  260  of  the  Gten. 
Bules  of  Jan ,  1870 ;  therefore,  where  a  gas  com- 
pany whOk  by  an  express  section  in  their  special 
Act,  were  authorized  to  recover  rent  and  charges 
due  to  them  for  gas  *'  by  the  same  means  as  land- 
lords may  recover  rent  in  arrear,'*  after  notice  of 
the  filing  of  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment distrainea  upon  the  goods  of  the  petition- 
ing debtors  for  a  sum  duo  for  gas  supplied,  and 
the  County  Court  Judge  granted  an  mjunction 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  restraining  fur- 
tiier  proceedings  in  the  distress  i^Hdd^  that  the 
injunction  had  been  improperly  granted,  and  that 
the  distress  was  good  against  the  trustee  under  the 
liquidation.  Ex  parte  Bibmingham  and  Staf- 
fobdshibe  Gas  Light  Company.  In  re  Fanshaw 
&  YOBSTON       -----      615 

IH8AHE  WITKEBS  — Practice  — Evidence— Affi- 
davit—Jurat,]  Before  the  affidavit  of  a  person 
sufiering  from  mental  delusions,  and  in  confine- 
ment in  a  lunatic  asylum,  can  be  received,  his 
mental  condition  must  first  be  ascertained  by  pre- 
liminary inquiry  before  the  Court  or  some  person 
specially  delegated  for  that  purpose ;  and  there- 
fore an  affidavit  sworn  by  a  person  in  a  lunatic 
asylum,  without  any  notice  in  the  jurat  of  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  or  the  phtce  where  it  was 
sworn,  was  ordered  to  be  taken  on  the  file.  Spittlb 
r.  Walton       -----     420 
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' — ^Mortgage  for  a  time  certain —Implied 
proviso  for  punctual  payment       •     691 

See  MOBTGAGE  FOB  A  TiME  CEBTAIX. 

mSSROOATOSIES — ^Amendment  of       -     425' 
See  Amendment  of  Intkbbooatobibs. 


BT  TBlTflTEEB  —  Losn  of  Trust 
Fund  —  Investment  on  Mortgage  —  Negligence  of 
Solicitor  —  Liability  of  Trustee.']  A  trustee  is 
liable  for  the  loss  of  a  tni^t  fund  occasioned  bj 
his  ^licitor  haying  neglected  to  tike  proper  pre- 
cautions on  the  occasion  of  the  investment  of  the 
fund  on  moi-tgage.  Whether  tlie  loss  foils  on  the 
trustee  if  occasioned  by  a  fraud  practised  on  him, 
quxre,    HoFGOOD  v.  Pabsin  -  *       74 

3.  —  Discretion  —  Surviving  7}histee.'] 
Whether  a  power  to  A.  and  B.,  or  others,  the 
trustees  of  a  will  for  the  time  being,  to  make 
such  investments  of  the  funds  subject  thereto  as 
they  may  in  their  discretion  think  fit,  authorizes 
the  survivor  of  A.  and  B.  to  invest  in  foreij^n 
securities,  qngpre.    Zambaco  v.  Gassavetti       ^9 

ISBEUB—"  Then  living,"  Gift  to       -  -     523 

See  •*  Issue  then  Livmo." 
When  to  be  ascertained— Joint  tenants      48 

See  Gift,  Obiginal  ob  suDSTircTroNAL. 

IBSITE  AT  LAW— Costs  of— Heir-at-law  against 
devisee  -  -  ^  .     472 

See  U2isuccESSFLX  Opposition  to  Will. 

•*  LWUE  THEN  XHYTKO*'— Will —Remoteness- 
Trust  for  SaU  and  Distribution  after  Estate  tail — 
Period  of  DiviMon — Joint  Tenancy  or  Tenancy  in 
common  —  Word4  of  Severance  and  Egiidlity.'] 
Where  estates  are  devised  in  tail,  with  remainder 
to  trustees  for  sale  and  distribution  of  the  proceeds 
among  a  class,  the  gift  of  the  proceeds  is  void  un- 
less the  class  must  bo  ascertained  within  the  period 
allowed  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  The  will  of 
W.  G.  contained  a  direction  to  the  trustees,  after 
the  &ilure  of  limitations  for  lifo  and  in  tail  to  sell 
and  pay  a  share  of  the  proceeds  to  the  children  of 
A.  H.  **then  living,"  and  the  issue  of  such  as 
should  be  then  dead,  leaving  issue,  share  and  share 
alike,  such  issue  to  take  no  grreater  share  than  their 
parent  would  have  had  if  living,  and  to  pay  another 
share  to  P.  J.  for  life,  with  remainder  over  as  to 
one  moiety  to  the  children  of  A,  B.  **  then  living," 
and  such  other  issue  as  in  respect  of  the  first  share, 
and  as  to  the  other  moiety  to  the  children  of  P.  /. 
« then  living  "  i—Eeld,  that  the  words  "  then  liv- 
ing '*  in  both  clauses  relating  to  the  children  of 
A.  H.  referred  to  the  same  class  of  children,  namely, 
those  living  at  the  failure  of  the  prior  limitations  : 
but  that  the  same  words  in  the  clause  relating  to 
the  children  of  P.  /.  referred  to  tlie  class  living  at 
the  death  of  P.  /. : — Held,  also,  that  the  ohildren 
of  A.  H.  took  as  tenants  in  common  with  the 
classes  of  issue  of  deceased  children ;  but  that  the 
members  of  each  such  class  took  as  joint  tenants 
inter  se,    Heasman  v.  Fearse         -  -     532 

JOIHT  TEN AKT  OB  TENANT  IN  GOICMON— TTtTZ 

— Payment  of  Testator's  JDebte.  1  A  testator  directed 
his  debts  to  be  paid  in  the  first  instance  by  his 
executor  and  executrix.  He  then  gave  all  the  resi- 
due of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  brother 
ond  sister,  to  hold  the  same  unto  his  said  brother 
and  sister,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns ;  but  in  case  his  brother  died  in  the 


JOINT  TENANT  OB  TENANT  IN  OOnOI-eoR. 

lifetime  of  his  sister,  without  leaving  iasoe,  then 
he  gave  his  share  and  interest  in  the  praperty  to 
his  sister  absolutely,  and  he  appointed  his  bro&fer 
and  sister  executor  and  ezecutiix  of  his  wHL 
The  brother  died  before  the  testator,  leaving  a  son, 
who  was  the  testator^s  heir>at-law,  and  the  tests- 
tor's  personal  estate  was  not  sufficient  for  payment 
of  his  debts  : — Hdd^  that  tho  gift  of  the  readoe 
to  the  testator's  brother  and  s^ter  was  a  |^  to 
them  as  tenants  in  common,  and  that  the  share  of 
the  sister  and  the  share  of  the  brother,  which  hsd 
lapsed  to  the  heir-at-law,  must  hear  the  deVte 
equally.     Byves  t?.  Rtves   -  -         -    58& 

Gift  to  issue       -  -  -         -     4> 

See  Gift,  Obioinal  ob  suBSTrrmosiL 

Gift  to  "  issue  then  living  "    - 

See  **  IserB  then  Livino.** 


JTTDOKENT  DEBT— Married  woman— Debt  befoie 
marriage       -  -  -         -    470 

See  M^utiED  Woken's  Pbopbbtt  Act. 

JUBAT— Affidavit  of  insane  witness  -  ^ 
See  Insane  Witness. 

JT7BI8BICTION— Bill  for  money  demand  -  Sl$ 
See  Misbbfbeskntation  in  FBOSPEOits. 

—  Concurrent  of  law  and  equity — Money  de- 
mand -  -  -  -  8H 
See  Bill  fob  Acoount. 

Justices — ^Accommodation  works  by  railway 

company  —  Concurrent  jurisdiction  of 
Chancery      -  -  -         -    lift 

See  Accommodation  Wobks. 

Petition  under  Lands  Clauses  Act,  s.  7S— 

Payment  out  of  Court  -  -  410 
See  Payment  out  op  Coubt. 

LAPSE  — Failure  of  life  estate— Intermediate 
rents  -  -  -  -         -    WO 

See  Failube  of  Life  Estate. 

LEAVE  TO  FBOCEED  AFTEB  WnrDnrO-HP- 
Ckmipany — JVinding-up — Specific  Performance- 
Leave  to  enforce  an  Ansuxr  —  Companies  Ad^ 
1862,  ss.  87, 151.]  A  vendor's  suit  was  instituted 
against  a  company  for  specific  performance,  and 
an  injunction  obtained  restrainmg  an  action  to 
recover  the  deposit-money  paid  on  the  contract 
Interrogatories  were  filed,  but  before  the  answer 
was  put  in  the  Defendant  company  was  in  course 
of  voluntary  winding-up  under  supervision.  On 
a  summons  for  leave  to  continue  the  suit,  notwith- 
standing the  winding-up,  the  Court  gave  leave 
to  enforce  an  answer,  but  directed  that  no  further 
proceedings  should  be  taken  without  leave  of  the 
Court.  Thames  Plate  Glass  Company  r.  Laj^ 
AND  Bea  Teleqbaph  Company        -         -    •» 

LEGACY— specific  or  demonstrative  -  ^ 
See  Legacy,  Specific  ob  dkmonstbativi:. 

LEOAOT  DTJTY— 55  Geo.  3,  c  184,  s.  ^-Stranger 
in  Blood— Children  Legitimated  by  Foreim  Ui» 
—DomieaStatus.^  The  proceeds  of  land  JJ 
Em^nd  devised  by  a  British  subject  don^i^ 
in  France  on  trust  to  sell  and  pay  the  proceeds  to 
his  daughters  bom  of  a  French  mother  befi»« 
marriage,  but  afterwards  Intimated  according  to 
French  law  -.—Held,  liable  to  legacy  duty  at  £1  pw 
cent  only.    Skottowe  v,  Yovng     -        -    *'* 
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JJSOACY,  SFECinC  OB  BXM0HSIBAT1VI&— A 

testator,  reciting  that  he  was  entitled,  after  the 
death  of  his  sister,  to  £5602  consols,  bequeathed 
to  Ms  son  the  sum  of  £2000  consols^  part  thereof, 
or  a  stun  equal  thereto,  to  be  transferred  or  paid 
to  him  when  the  same  should  be  received  by  his 
executors.  After  the  date  of  his  will  the  tes- 
tatoT^s  sister  died,  and  he  receiyed  the  £5602 
consols,  which  he  sold  out  and  mixed  with  his 
other  moneys.  He  afterwards  confirmed  his  will 
by  a  codicil,  but  died  without  having  any  sum  of 
consols : — Hddf  that  the  legacy  was  specific ;  and 
that  the  particular  fund,  piut  of  which  was  given 
to  the  son,  being  no  longer  in  existence,  the  legacy 
failed.  Obeervations  on  Le  Grice  v.  Finch  (8 
Mer.  50).    Ouveb  v.  Oliver  -         -     608 

UDGAIEE— Misdescription  of  t  -     578 

See  Mistake  in  Will. 

UZK — Solicitor — Charge  on  property  rocovered 
See  Solicitob's  Lien.  [181 

IJQXnDAnOK  VY  ASSLAXGiSMXET'-Banlcruptcy 
Actt  1869, «.  95,  eub-B.  3 ; «.  125 — Execution — Seizure 
and  Sale — Act  of  Banlcniptctf — Belation  hack.'] 
The  filing  of  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  ar- 
rangement is  an  act  of  bankruptcy  "  available 
for  adjudication "  within  the  meaning  of  the 
95th  section,  sub-sect.  3;  and  the  title  of  the 
trustee  appointed  in  the  liquidation  relates  back 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  title  of  a  trustee  under 
a  bankruptcy.— Therefore,  where  a  petition  for 
liquidation  by  arrangement  had  been  filed  by  a 
debtor  before  seizure  of  his  goods  under  an  exe- 
cution, and  notice  of  the  filing  was  given  to  the 
solicitors  of  the  execution  creditor  before  sale,  and 
the  goods  were  afterwards  sold  by  the  sheriff  to 
the  solicitors,  who  were  restrained  by  injunction 
from  removing  them : — JETaZd,  that  the  goods  must 
he  delivered  up  to  tlie  trustee  wlio  had  been  ap- 
pointed in  the  liquidation.  Ex  parte  Dvionan 
AND  Others.    In  re  Bissell  Brothers     -     604 

2. Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869,8.126— Gfcn.i2ttZc8 

of  Jan.,  1870,  Bute  295!— Composition— Begistration 
of  BesobUion — Examination  of  DAtor  and  Wit- 
nesses^ The  proper  time  for  investigation  into 
the  nuairs  of  a  debtor,  who  has  filed  a  petition 
for  Uquidation  by  arrangement  with  his  creditors, 
is  at  the  meetings  of  creditors ;  and  the  Registrar 
has  no  power,  upon  the  presentation  to  him  for 
registration  of  a  resolution  for  composition,  >  to 
direct  an  examination  before  him  of  the  debtor  or 
other  witnesses.  Ex  parte  Le^ht  &  Co.  In  re 
Varbetdln  &  Co.       -         -         -         -     619 


• Distinguished  from  composition  with  creditors 

[804 
See  Injunction  in  Bankruptcy.    1. 

LLOYFS  BOHDS— Cbinpany— Cbn^acto}^— invoZuJ 
Issue  of  Bonds— Purchaser  for  Value — AcJmow- 
ledgment  hy  Company."]  lAoySs  bonds  payable  in 
thi^  years,  with  interest  in  the  meantime,  were 
given  by .  a  company  to  their  contractor  as  com- 
pensation for  the  surrender  of  the  contract  Two 
of  these  bonds  were  purchased  for  value  from  the 
oontractor,  without  notice  of  the  arrangement  be- 
tween him  and  the  company.  The  bonds  and  the 
tnmsfers  were  registered  in  the  company's  books. 
The  transferee  sued  the  company  for  eighteen 
months*  interest,  and  recoveiied  the  amount  due. 
Subsequently  proceedings   at   law   were   taken 


IXOTD*S  WSM— continued, 

against  the  company  to  recover  principal  and  in- 
to^st,  and  judgment  was  enterea  up  by  consent 
against  the  company,  which  was  then  ordered  to- 
D^  wound  up  : — Hdd,  upon  adjourned  summons, 
that,  whether  the  bonds  were  valid  or  invalid  in 
the  hands  of  the  contractor,  the  official  Uquidator 
was  precluded  by  the  subsequent  conduct  of  tho 
company  from  questioning  their  validity  in  the 
hands  of  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice. 
The  transferee  was  therefore  admitted  as  a  cre- 
ditor of  the  company  for  principal,  interest,  and 
costs.  In  re  South  Essex  Esttaby  Company. 
Ex  parte  Chorley      -         -  -  -     16T 

LOHDOK,  CEATHAX,  AHD  DOVER  BAHWAT 

(ASBITEATIOK)  ACT,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict,  c.  cxvi.) 
— Vendor  and  Purchaser — Bailway  Company-^ 
Line  *'  worked  and  maintained  "  by  another  Com^ 
pany  under  Besolution  of  Directors — Unpaid  Ven- 
dor* 8  BiglUs.]  By  the  London,  Chatham,  and 
Dover  Bailway  {Arbitration)  Act,  18G9,  amongst 
the  matters  (sect.  17)  referred  to  the  arbitrators 
were,  the  legal  and  equitable  rights  and  interests 
of  companies  whose  lines  were  worked  by  the 
company,  the  rights  of  any  persons  having  or 
claiming  any  lieu  upon  any  lands  in  which  the 
company  were  interested,  and  all  matters  in  ques- 
tion in  all  suits  in  which  the  company  were 
parties;  and  it  was  enacted  that  the  powers  or 
the  arbitrators  should  extend  to  ascertain  and 
determine  the  matters  afuresaid.  It  was  also  en- 
acted (sect.  18)  that  the  Crystal  Palace  BaUway 
should  be  '*  worked  and  maintained  "  by  the  com- 
pany **  as  an  integral  part  of  the  company*8  under- 
taking,-" that  certain  half-yearly  payments  should 
be  made  to  the  Crystal  Palace  Bailway  Company f. 
and  that  such  payments,  and  the  property  of  the 
Crystal  Palace  Bailway  Company,  should  be  sub- 
ject, **  as  respected  the  creditors  of  that  company, 
to  the  same  rights  and  remedies  as  could  now  bo- 
enforoed  against  the  tolls  and  property  of  that 
company.'^ — ^At  this  date  the  London,  CheUham, 
and  Dover  Bailway  Company  were  working  the 
Crystal  Pedace  Bailway  hue  under  a  resolution  of 
their  own  directors,  without  any  lease  or  agree- 
ment ;  and  a  suit  was  pending  against  both  com- 
panies by  an  unpaid  vendor  of  lands  of  which 
possession  had  b^n  taken  by  the  Crystal  Palace 
Company  ia  1864  and  1865,  and  upon  part  of 
which  the  line  had  been  constructed.  In  this  suit 
the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Company  (who 
were  made  co-Defendants  by  amendment)  had 
answered,  pleading  that  they  were  unnecessary 
parties ;  but  at  the  hearing,  in  March,  1868,  it  waa 
declared  that,  upon  default  of  payment  within  one 
month  by  the  Crystal  Palace  Company  of  what 
should  be  certified  to  be  due,  the  Plaintiffs  would 
be  entitled  to  a  hen  on  the  lands  against  both 
companies.  Defiiult  was  made  by  the  Crystal 
Palace  Company,  and  shortly  afterwards  proceed- 
ings in  the  suit  were,  by  the  arbitrator's  first 
award,  stayed  as  against  the  London,^  Chatham^ 
and  Dover  Company  only. — Upon  Petition  by  tho 
Plaintifis,  praying  that  the  amount  due  under 
the  above  order  ror  principal,  interest,  and  costs 
might  be  raised  by  a  sale  of  the  lands,  and  in  the 
meantime  for  an  injunction  and  receiver,  and  other 
relief  :—^eW,  that  the  Arbitration  Act  did  not 
interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  PetitioD6rs;  and 
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XONSOH,  CHATHAM,  AVD  DOVER  SAHWAT 
(ABBUKAHON)  act— -continued, 

order  made  as  prayed.    Earl  Ht.  Gebmans  v. 
Crtstal  Palace  Railway  Company 


LOBD  XATOB'B  COTJRT— Practice— BiU  of  €er- 
iiurari — Removal  of  SuitJ]  Where  a  suit  in  the 
Lord  Mayor's  Court  was  removed  by  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari into  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  where  it 
appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  in  the  Blayor's 
Court  that  some  of  the  Plaintiffs  were  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  that  Court,  an  order  was  made  ex 
parley  without  further  evidence  that  the  suit  in 
the  Mayor's  Court  be  retained  in  this  Court. — ^An 
order  was  also  made  in  the  suit  from  the  Mayor's 
Court  that  the  Registrar  of  that  Court  might  be 
at  liberty  to  pay  over  to  the  credit  of  the  cause  in 
this  Court  the  money  paid  into  the  Mayor's  Court. 
Tract  v.  Open  Stock  Exchange    -         -     556 

XOBD  OF  KAHOE— Production  of  title-dectls— 
Suit  respecting  common    -  •     284 

See  Production  of  Documents. 

LUKAOT — Insane  witness — ^Form  of  jurat  -     4S0 
See  Insane  WrrNEss. 

MABSIBD  WOXSira  FBOFERTT  ACT,  1870  (33 
^  84  Viet,  c.  93),  8, 12— Judgment  Debt^MarHed 
Woman — Debt  incurred  before  Marriage — Sepa- 
rate Eetate — Beetradnt  on  Anticipation — Charging 
Orders  A  4  Vict,  e,  82,  t.  l.J  Sect  12  of  the 
Married  Women's  Properly  Act,  1870,  extends  to 
property  settled  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married 
woman  without  power  of  anticipation. — After  the 
passing  of  the  Married  Womsn'e  Property  Act, 
1870,  and  on  the  same  day  on  which  a  marriage 
took  place,  but  subsequently  thereto,  judgment 
was  entered  up  against  the  wife  for  a  debt  in- 
coned  previously  to  the  marriage.  The  judg- 
ment ci^itors  subsequently  obtained  a  charging 
•order  on  the  wife's  interest  in  a  fund  in  Court,  to 
the  income  of  which  the  wife  was  entitled,  for  her 
separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation: — 
Held,  that  the  charging  order  constituted  a  valid 
incumbrance  on  the  fund.  Sanger  v,  Sanger 
[470 

XmB — Wrongftil  working — Mode  of  taking 
account         -  -  _  -     188 

See  Adjoining  Coal-mini. 

JUBBEFSESEHTATIOir  DT  PB08PEGTU8— 27e- 
murrer — BiU  for  Money  Demand  —  Concurrent 
Juritdidion  of  Court  of  Chancery, '\  Demurrer  to 
a  bill  alleging  fraud  conunitted  by  the  Defen- 
•dants,  and  seeking  to  recover  money  paid  by 
Plaintiff  for  shares  in  a  company  in  reliance  on 
fraudulent  misrepresentations  by  the  Defendants, 
•overruled. — Observations  on  Ogilvie  v.  Currie  (37 
L.  J.  (Ch.)  541).    Hill  17.  Lane      -  -     215 

jmiAES  nr  will  — Legacy— MiedescHptian 
of  Object — Difference  between  Equivocation  and 
Misdescription — Evidence.']  Testator  devised  and 
bequeathed  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trus- 
tees absolutely,  upon  trust,  as  to  one  moiety  of 
the  personalty,  to  nay  and  divide  the  residue 
equally  between  ana  amongst  his  nephew  John 
and  his  niece  Hannah  (whom  he  described  as  the 
children  of  his  late  brother  Joseph),  ^  and  all  and 
every  the  children  of  my  late  nephew  Mark  Ingle 
:and  my  niece  Eliza  Wheelufright,**  share  and  share 


IH  WILL — continued. 

alike.  Ho  then  desired  his  trustees  to  6tand  pa»- 
sessed  of  a  moiety  of  the  proceeds  of  the  ale  of 
i  his  realty,  upon  trust  to  divide  the  same,  as  befm 
mentioned.— In  a  oodicil,  testator  referred  to  the 
"  legacy  left  and  apportioned  to  my  nicoe  EU:iC 
— Some  years  before  the  date  of  the  will  a  bioths 
of  the  testator,  named  Mark,  had  died,  ksTing; 
three  sons,  the  two  Petitioners  and  a  tliiid  soo, 
named  Mark,  The  evidence  shewed  that,  at  the 
testator's  death,  the  nephew  Mark,  who  had  had 
a  son  bom  to  him  in  England,  and  had  emignted 
to  America,  where  he  had  another  child,  waa  still 
living ;  also,  that  the  testator  knew  of  the  birth  in 
England  of  the  child  of  Mark,  and  of  his  emigia- 
tion  to  America,  and  that  fixim  some  drcumstaiioes 
he  (the  testator)  had,  shortly  before  the  date  of 
the  will,  been  led  to  suppose  that  Mark  might  be 
dead : — Heid,  that  by  the  words  '*  my  late  nephew 
Mark,**  the  testator  meant  his  (living)  nephew 
Mark,  and  not  his  late  brother  Mark:—BM^t\si^ 
that,  there  being  only  one  living  person  ansvo^ 
in«;  to  the  name  Mark  Ingle,  this  was  not  a  caae  of 
equivocation,  and  that  evidence  of  intention  waa 
not  admissible : — Hdd,  further,  that  bjr  the  woids 
'' and  my  niece  Eliza"  the  testator  intended  a 
gift  to  Eliza,  and  not  a  gift  to  the  children  of 
Eliza.    In  re  Ingle's  Trusts  -         -    57S 

KOHZT— **  Bequeathed  or  devised  "  -  1 
See  MoRTUAiN. 

Gift  of— What  passes    -  -         -    » 

See  "  Principal  Moneys." 

KOHET  IKEXAND— Fiduciary  relation     -    SM 

See  Bill  for  Aooount. 
Misrepresentation  -  -         -    216 

See  MlSREPRESENTATIOX  IN  Pb06PECTC& 

KOBTGAGE— Debt— Devise  of  mortgage«l  pro- 
perty- -  -  _  -  4M 
See  **  Freehold  Houses." 

For  a  time  certain         -  -         -    Ml 

See  MoRTx^AOE  for  a  Tiub  cebtaix. 

Legal  estate — Notice    -  _         -     tt 

See  Purchase  for  Value  withoot 
Notice. 

Priority — ^Negligence  in  executing  conm- 

ance  -  -  -  -         -    W 

See  Prioritt  from  Neguqence. 

Public-house — Custom  of  trade         -    ^ 

See  Mortgage  of  Pubuo-house. 

Term — ^Release  of  mortgage — Satisfactiooof 

term  -  -  -  -         -    8» 

See  Dower. 

KOBTGAGE  FOB  A  TIME  CEBTAIK- J/bf<^ 
and  Mortgagee — Agreement  for  Mortgage— IntfM 
Proviso  that  Interest  be  punctuaUy  paid—Sq^tttM 
Plea  to  Action— Delay,  j  Where  an  agreement  ftr 
a  mortgage  contains  a  stipulation  that  the  pnn* 
oipal  money  shall  not  be  called  in  for  a  ^^^^ 
time,  the  Court,  in  settling  the  form  of  the  deed, 
will,  although  the  agreement  bo  silent  on  the  sab- 
iect,  insert  a  proviso  that  the  postponement  ^1 
be  conditional  on  punctual  payment  of  inteie^ 
and,  if  the  property  be  leasehold,  on  o**^'^^  J? 
the  covenants;  so  that,  if  the  mortgagor  sbooi^ 
make  default  in  either  of  these  respects,  the  mort- 
gagee's remedies  by  sale  or  foreclosure  will  unm^ 
diately  arise.    Beaton  v.  Twypord  -        -    wi 
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XOSTOAGE   OF    PUBUC-HOUBS -- Priort^^ — 
3Iortgage  to  secure  fnrtfier  Advances — Cliarge  mib- 
Jeet  to  prior  Security — Advances  by  first  Mortgagee 
after    riotice  of  Charge — Publican,  Breaker,  and 
JHgttBer— Custom  of  Trade.^     The  lessee  of  a 
pnblio-honse  in  London  executed  at  the  public- 
house,  and  at  the  time  of  entering  into  possession 
thereof,  a  mortgage  of  his  lease  in  favour  of  the 
bie'wer  by  whom  the  house  was  supplied  with 
beer,  to  secure  a  sum  already  ndTanceo,  and  future 
advckiices  not  to  exceed  in  the  whole  a  given  sum. 
At  tlie  same  time  and  place  he  charged  the  lease, 
**  subject  to  the  security  already  given "  to  the 
brewer,  with  the  repayment  to  the  distiller  who 
■applied  the  house  with  spirits  of  an  advance 
made  by  him.    The  mortgage  and  charge  were 
Kotb  executed  in  the  presence  of  the  solidtora  of 
tUe  brewer  and  distiller,  and  the  latter  there  and 
then  gave  to  the  former  a  formal  notice  of  the 
cbATge  in  favour  of  his  client.  Afterwards  the  pub- 
lican became  indebted  to  the  brewer  for  the  price 
of  beer  supplied  to  the  house. — ^The  lease  having 
boen  sold  by  the  brewer  under  a  power  of  sale  in 
hia  mortgage :  — ffaU,  that,  in  the  absence  of  any 
express  agreement,  the  distiller  was  entitled  to  be 
repaid  his  advance  out  of  the  purchase-money  in 
priority  to  the  debt  which  had  been  incurred  to 
the  brewer  subsequentlv  to  the  time  when  notice 
was  given  to  him  of  the  distiller^s  charge;  and 
tliat  this  priority  was  not  affected  by  a  custom  of 
trade  alleged  to  exist  between  publicans,  brewers, 
and  distillers  in  London.    Henzies  v.  LiGHTrooT 

[459 

KOBTKAIH— 0  Geo.  2,  c.  3G— Jmjpure  Personalty 
— Poiffer  to  take  Money  bequeatlied  or  devised."]  By 
a  private  Act  of  Parliameot  a  charitable  institu- 
tLon  was  incorporated  and  empowered  to  liave, 
bold,  receive,  and  retain  any  sums  of  money  paid, 
given,  devised,  or  bequeathed  by  any  person  for 
the  charitable  purposes  in  the  Act  mentioned; 
and  also  to  purchase,  take,  or  receive,  and  thence- 
forth hold  and  enjoy  any  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  in  the  whole  not  exceeding  two 
acres,  without  incurring  any  of  the  penalties  or 
forfeitules  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain : — Held,  that 
the  charity  could  not  taJce  a  bequest  of  impure 
personalty.  Nethebsole  v.  School  fob  the  ikni- 
GENT  Bund      -----        1 

UOnOH— Committal  for  contempt     -       31,  890 
See  Contempt,  PiiocEKd  of.    1,  2. 

Snppres^ion  of  evidence  in  cross  suit  -     414 

See  Citoss  Surr. 

HUTTTAL  IHBUAAHCE  COXFAHY— Winding-up 
— Sale  of  business   -  -  -       66 

See  Amalgamation  of  Companies.    1. 

HSOLI0EHCX — Solicitor  of  trustee— Loss  of  trust 
fund 74 

See  iNTlfiTTMEKT  BY  TBrSTEES. 

Blortgage — Priority      -  -  -     292 

iSeO  rfilOBITT  FBOM  NEGLIGENCE. 


JJKFHEWB  AHD  QBEAT-JiEFKEWB  —  Tf ig  — 
GreairNephsw  sharing  with  Aephew."]  Gift  by 
will  of  proceeds  of  sale  of  an  estate  to  testator's 
great-nephew,  and  to  such  other  of  his  nephews 
and  nifeoeB  bb  i^ould  be  living  at  his  own  and  his 
sister's  decease,  equally : — Held,  that  the  great- 
nephews  and  grcut-nieoei  wers  entitled  equally 


HSPHEWS  AHD  GBXAT-HXFESWB— con^ntiecf. 

with  the  nephews  and  nieces,  as  being  classed  with 
the  great-nephew.  In  re  Blower's  Tbcsts  97 
KOTIGE— Allotment  of  shares  -  -       8ft 

See  AOCEFTANCB  OF  SHARES.      1. 

Constructive  —  Plea   of  purchase    without 

notice  -         ^  .  -       5a 

See    Purchase    for    Value    without 
Notice. 

Winding-up~Bonds  payable  to  bearer     47^ 

See  Debentures. 

NUI8AHGX— Adjoining  property— School  -     88ft 
See  Nuisance  to  ADjonaNO  Property. 

KUISAVGE  TO  ABJOIHIHG  FBOFEBTT— Fendbr 

and  Purc^taser^  Covenant — Injunction— Establish- 
ment of  a  District  National  School.']  A  vendor  of  a 
Eieoe  ofland  took  from  the  purchaser  a  covenant  that 
e  would  not  do,  or  suffer  to  be  done,on  the  premises, 
or  any  part  thereof,  anything  which  should  be  a  nui- 
sance to  the  vendor  or  his  tenants,  or  the  occupiers  or 
owners  of  the  *'  adjoining  "  property,  or  the  housefr 
to  be  built  thereon.  Tuo  purchaser,  immediately 
after  the  sale,  put  up  the  piece  of  land  again  for 
sale  by  auction  in  lots,  under  conditions  which 
required  each  purchaser  to  enter  into  a  covenant 
in  similar  terms  to  the  above;  and  each  of  the 
purchasers  did  enter  into  a  covenant  with  his  ven- 
dor that  he  would  not  do  or  suffer  to  be  done  on 
any  of  the  premises  anything  which  should,  would, 
or  might  be  deemed  a  nuisance  to  the  original 
vendor,  or  the  occupiers  or  proprietors  for  the  time 
being  of  the  "adjoining"  property,  or  the  houses 
to  be  built  thereon ; — EM,  that  by  the  word  "  ad- 
joining*'in  the  last-mentioned  covenant  was  meant 
the  property  adjoining  each  lot,  and  not  merely 
the  property  adjoining  the  whole  piece  of  land 
originally  sold ;  and  that  tlie  owner  of  any  lot  was 
entitled  to  enforce  the  covenant  ugoinst  ttie  owner 
of  any  other  Jot. — The  owner  of  one  of  the  lote 
having  made  a  free  gift  of  the  same  to  the  com- 
mittee of  a  district  national  school,  for  the  purpoee 
of  having  a  national  school  erected  thereon: — 
Heldt  that  the  word  **  nuisance  "  in  the  covenant 
must  be  restricted  to  its  technical  meaning ;  tliat 
the  establishment  of  a  national  school  is  not  a 
legal  nuisance;  and  that  the  establishment  of 
such  a  school  on  one  of  the  above  lots  could  not  be 
restrained  by  the  owner  of  a  dwelling-house  buUt 
on  an  adjoining  lot,  though  his  property  would  be 
depreciated  thereby.    Harrison  v.  Good    -     388 

0VU8  FBOBAHDI— Death  of  legatee—Pereon  not 
heard  of  for  seven  years      -  -     28ft 

See  Prbsumptioh  of  Death. 

'<  OB,''  BBAB  '*  AHD  "—Children  or  legal  issue  91 
See  Children  ou  legal  Issue, 

PAID-XTP  8HABX8— Payment  by  money's  worth 
See  Payment  bt  Monet's  Worth.    [181 

Qualification  of  director  -        100, 249 

See  Acceptance  of  Shares.    2,  3. 

PABTIBft— Partition  suit— Party  out  of  jurisdic- 
tion -  -  -  -  -  218 
See  Partition  Suit.    2. 

Petition  to  appoint  trustees— Heir  of  testator 

See  Trustee  Act,  1850.  [261 

TAXnnOiS  BUn— Costs']    The  costs  of  a  par- 
tition suit  up  to  the  hearing,  as  well  as  the> 
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TABUnOK  BUTT— continued, 
subfleqoent  costs,  shonld,  in  tho  absence  of  special 
-oiicomstanocs,  be  borne  by  the  seyeral  parties  in 
proportion  to  their  interests,  as  declareu  by  the 
decree.    Cakkon  «.  JoBiraov  -         -         -     90 


2. Sale  —  Prayer  for  Partition  —  Party 

'Cut  of  Jurisdiction — Form  of  Decree — Partition 
Act,  1868  (31  <i^  82  Vict  c.  40^  m.  3,  9.]  In  a 
aait  for  sale  under  the  Partition  Act,  1868,  the 
bill  ought  to  pray  for  partition  as  well  as  sale ; 
9embte: — ^An  immediate  decree  for  sale  may  be 
made,  although  one  of  the  parties  interested  is  out 
of  the  jurisdiction ;  but  the  decree  must  be  served 
<m  the  absent  party  before  the  sale  is  prooeeded 
with ;  and,  eemble,  advertisement  of  the  decree  in 
a  newspaper  is  not  sufficient  service.  Tball  v, 
Watts  .----.     sia 

S. Practice— iS(2/e-31  A  32  Vict,  c.  40,  t.  4.] 

A  sale  may  be  decreed  under  the  Partition  Act, 
1868,  although  the  bill  contains  no  prayer  for 
partition.    Acton  v.  Mebediih       -         -     001 

PAYXEHT  BT  K0HST3  'WO'SiTK—Sharee  in  a 

Company — Confederate  Bonds — Power  of  Diredore 
■to  receive  Money*t  WorthA  Upon  an  adjourned 
summons  to  place  the  holder  of  shares  on  the  list 
of  oontributories  of  a  company  formed  for  running 
the  blockade  of  the  Confederaie  Staiee,  it  appeared 
that  the  managing  director  had  agreed  to  accept 
■Confederate  or  cotton  bonds  in  payment  of  the 
amount  due  for  the  shares,  and  that  the  share- 
holder was  credited  with  the  amount  in  the  com- 
pany's ledger,  and  his  shares  entered  as  fully  paid 
up.  A  letter  was  subsequently  written  by  the 
managing  director  to  the  shareholder,  intimating 
that  payment  in  bonds  would  be  taken  from  sub- 
4Mnibers  for  increased  capital  for  only  so  much  as 
they  produced  in  money.  The  bonds,  at  the  time 
thej  were  accepted,  were  saleable  at  the  price  at 
which  they  were  received  in  payment,  but  oecame 
•afterwards  worthless : — Heidj  that  the  directors 
had  power  to  receive  money's  worth  in  payment 
of  sluLres;  that  the  Confederate  bonds  having 
been  accepted  as  payment,  and  the  shareholder 
credited  with  the  amount,  and  the  shares  entered 
as  fully  paid  up,  he  could  not  now  be  placed  on 
the  list  01  contnbutories,  and  that  the  letter  of  the 
•director  having  been  written  after  the  agreement 
was  part  performed  did  not  invalidate  the  original 
transaction.  In  re  Mebgamtilk  Tbadikg  Com- 
PAsrr.    Schroder's  Oasb      »         .         -     181 

JPATMJUIT  OUT  OF  COJJRT-^Lande  Claueee  Act, 
1845,  8.  78 — Purchaee^money  paid  into  Court — 
Petition  of  daimant^Juriediction."]  Lands  hav- 
ing been  taken  by  a  railway  company,  the  value 
a\rarded,  abstract  fumishea,  and  no  objections 
Taised*  the  company  took  possession,  but  did  not 
pay  the  money  until  bill  filed  by  tbe  vendors, 
who  obtained  a  decree  ordering  payment  on  a 
certain  day  of  the  sum  awarded,  interest  from  the. 
date  of  taking  possessions  and  costs.  Imme- 
diately befpre  the  day  on  which  payment  was  to 
be  made,  the  company,  alleging  that  the  abstract 
shewed  a  title  to  a  moiety  only  of  the  lands,  gave 
notice  of  their  intention  to  pay  the  money  into 
Court;  and  they  did  pay  into  Court  the  sum 
awarded  to  an  account  entitled  '*  Ex  parte  tbe 
company,'  The  account  of  the  vendors."  They 
Afterwards  paid  to  the  vendors  a  sum  (alleged  to 


PATXXRT  OUT  OF  COUET— coirfinwed. 
be  insufficient)  as  for  interest— Upon  Petitioa 
presented  by  Uie  vendors,  in  the  suit,  and  in  tJu 
matter  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  IM5:—Edi, 
that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction,  under  the  7d(k 
section,  to  order  the  money  to  be  paid  over  to  tbe 
Petitioners.  Galuers  v,  Hetbofoutax  Baii/> 
WAY  Company-         -         -         -        -    41D 

Womanpast child-bearing     -        «    401 

See  Woman  past  CmLD-BEABiBG. 

PKnnOir— Winding-up  -         -    149,  111 

Sec  Wnromo-rp  Pktitiok.    1, 2. 

PLEADDTO — Discovery—Exceptions  to  answer 

[m 

See  Discovery  of  Defendant's  Cask. 

Partition  suit — ^Prayer  for  partition       101 

See  Partition  Suit.    2,  'S. 

— — -  Plea  of  purchase  without  notice  •  81 
See  Purchase  for  Value. 

F06T-JI UPTIAL  flXniEMElIT  —  Advancement 
under  power  in  father's  settlement  481 
See  Advangembnt.    2. 


FOffmre  LSnXB^Notice  of  allotment  -     N 
See  Acceptance  of  Shares.   1. 

POWER — ^Advancement       -  -         •411 

See  AovANomiENT.    2. 

Appointment — ^Reference  to  power  -    Wl 

See  Reference  to  Power. 

—  Appointment — Bestraint  on  antidpaticm— 

Uemoteness-         -  -        -    SM 

See  Restraint  on  Anticipation. 

Forfeiture  of      -  -  -        -    4IS 

See  FoRraruRE  Clause. 

—  To  take  money  be<^ueathed  or  devised— 

Charity — ^Mortmam  -        .      I 

See  Mortmain. 

PBACnCE  —  Administration   summons  —  ££•! 
estate  -         -  -         -       • 

See  ADXiNnTBATioK  SuMMaim, 

—  Amendment — Intenogaiories  -        *    ^ 

See  Amendment  of  Interbogatobib. 

Amendment  of  petition — Subsequent  ftct> 

See  Amendment  of  Petition.        [Ml 

^— •  Amendment  and  special  case  •        Wt^ 
See  Special  Case. 

—  Certiorari — ^Lord  Mayor's  Court 

See  Lord  Mayor's  Court. 

— ^  Contempt,  Process  of 

See  OoxTEMpT,  Process  of.    1, 2. 

— -  Cross  suit— Evidence  -         -        -    414 

See  Cross  Suit. 
Evidence  of  insane  witness     -        •    410 

See  Insane  Witney. 

—  Interrogatories — Amendment-        -    "• 

See  Amendment  of  Intebrooatobiis. 

Partition  suit    -  -         -  90,213,601 

See  Partition  Sctt.    1—3. 

—  Production  of  documents        -         -    »4 

See  Production  of  Documekts. 

Revivor  and  supplement         -        -    ••• 

See  Revivor  and  Supfleeekt. 

—  Special  case — Amendment     -       W4,  Iw 

See  Special  Case.    1, 2. 
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TBACnCX — continued. 

— ^T  SnitB  for  aimilar  objects  -  -     489 

See  Sum  vor  simLAB  Objects. 

Trustee  Act — Serrice  of  heir  of  testator    251 

See  TsraTEE  Act,  1850. 

Wmding-np— Evidence  in      -  -     428 

See  wmnoBS  nf  WiKDWo-rr. 

TBESUXFTIOK — Death — Person  not  heard  of  for 
seven  years  -         -  -  -     286 

See  Pbesumftion  of  Death. 

Intention — ^Advancement  to  son  -     10 

See  Advancement.    1. 

Woman  past  child-bearing      -  -     408 

See  Woman  past  Child-beabino. 

MtlMUMPTIOJ  07  7i(EATK--lVta— Burden  of 
Proof — Beeiduary  Legatee — Bepreeentative  of 
Pereon  not  heard  of  for  Seven  Years.']  Where  a 
person,  who  is  presumed  to  be  dead  from  not 
Laying  been  heard  of  for  seven  years,  is  a  legatee 
under  the  will  of  a  person  dying  within  seven 
jeazs  alter  his  disappearance,  the  burden  is  upon 
ids  representative,  as  against  tiie  residuary  legatee 
under  the  will,  to  prove  that  he  survivea  the  tes- 
tator; and  in  the  absence  of  proof  the  legacy 
lapsesL— In  re  Phen^'e  Trusts  (Law  Bep.  5  Ch. 
188)  followed,    /n  re  Lewes' Tbustb  -     286 

'■TBHrCIPAL  XOHEYB^—TFaZ—TFordtf— Per- 
gonal Property  included.']  A  testator  directed  the 
income  arising  from  his  principal  money  to  be 
paid  to  his  wire,  while  unmarried,  for  the  support 
of  herself  and  the  education  of  his  children,  and 
at  her  death  or  marriage  to  be  divided  among 
them.    The  testator  had  but  little  money,  strictly 
so  called,  but  he  had  largeperdonal  property  and 
some  freehold  property : — Held,  that  the  whole  of 
the  personal  property  passed,  including  leaseholds ; 
but  not  the  freehold  property.    Pbiohabd  v,  Pri- 
<<HABD   ------      282 

TBIOBITT^Bills  of  sale--Taking  possession   200 
iSee  Bill  or  Saia. 

—  Mortgage — Negligence  -         -     292 

See  JPbioritt  fbomINegligencb. 

* Hortg^ee  of  public-house — Custom  of  trade 

See  SfoBTQAGE  or  PtBLIO-HOUSB.         [460 

TBIOBITT  nOX  mSOiJJJOXBCE^Morlgaye-Pri' 
■orOy — Fraudulent  Conveyance— NegUgenee  in  exe- 
^uUng  Conveyance  and  signing  Beoeipts.]  HuiUer 
and  Darnell  were  two  mortgagees  of  an  estate,  the 
title-deeds  to  which  were  placed  in  the  hands 
of  Wallers,  a  solicitor,  in  whom  all  parties  had 
implicit  confidence. — "Waliers,  without  authority 
from  any  of  the  parties,  sold  the  estate  to  a  nomi- 
nal purchaser,  who  resold  it  to  Wallers  himselfi 
and  the  conveyance,  dated  in  June,  1853,  was 
made  in  execution  of  a  power  of  sale  in  DamdCs 
mortgage.  Hunter  joined  in  the  conveyance,  and 
both  be  and  DameU  executed  it  without  reading 
it,  and  in  ignorance  of  its  real  nature,  believine 
at  the  time  that  it  was  a  mere  foniial  deed,  which 
would  not  affect  their  mortgagees,  and  Itwth  of 
them  signed  the  usual  indors^  receipt  for  pur- 
chase-money, without  having  received  the  amount 
of  their  charges.  ITattere  then  mortgaged  the 
estate  to  Cttf^ifi^,  and  deposited  the  title-deeds 
with  him.  The  interest  upon  the  two  prior  mort- 
l^ages  having  been  regularly  paid  during  ff  otter's 


FBIOBITT  FBOX  mOHOiESOR^eontinued. 

lifetime,  the  fraud  was  not  discovered  till  his 
death,  in  1865.  Three  suits  were  instituted  to 
determine  the  priority  of  the  mortgagees: — Held, 
that  Hunter  and  DameU,  though  they  executed 
the  conveyance  of  1853  in  ignorance  of  its  con- 
tents, had  passed  the  estate  to  Walters ;  that  they 
had,  by  signing  receipts  for  the  purchase-money, 
armed  W3iers  with  the  power  of  dealing  with 
the  estate  as  the  absolute  owner,  and  had  thereby 
g^ven  priority  to  Curltnf/,  the  subsequent  mort- 
gagee; and  that  a  plea  of  purchaae  for  valuable- 
consideration  was  as  available  to  the  purchaser  of 
an  equitable  as  of  a  le«:al  estate.  Huktee  v. 
Waltebs.  CcBLiNa  1^.  Waltebs.  Dabmxll  V, 
Hunteb  -         -         -         -         - 


PBOSXTCmOV  07  MCUiaXTB^Practiee—Cmn'' 
mon  of  Vicinage — Titte-deeds,]  The  Plaintiff  filed 
a  bill  to  establish  a  right  of  common  of  vicinage 
over  a  common  within  a  manor  of  which  the 
Defendant  was  lord.  By  his  answer,  the  Defen- 
dant denied  the  Plaintiff's  right : — Held,  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  (1)  to  production  of  the  re- 
cords of,  and  documents  relating  to.  Courts  Baron 
held  within  the  manor;  (2)  to  the  production  of 
accounts  and  memoranda  relating  to  the  digging 
of  gravel  and  cutting  of  turf  on  the  common; 
(8)  to  have  a  list  of  the  documents  relating  to  the 
tiUe  of  the  Defendant  as  lord  of  the  manor;  but 
(4)  not  to  have  such  documents  produced,  tho 
Defendant  stating  by  affidavit  that  they  related 
exclusively  to  his  own  title  as  lord  of  the  manor, 
and  did  not  in  any  way  tend  either  to  establish 
the  rights  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff  or  to  defeat 
the  Dafendanfs  defence  to  the  suit.  Kzvet  «• 
MoBOAN  -----     284 

PBOXIBBQBT  VOTX—  Bonds  payable  to  bearer 
See  Debemtcbes.  [478 

PBOXOTEBS— Bonus  to— Promotion-money  100^ 
See  AccEFTAiiCE  or  Shabes.    2,  3.  [2tt 

FUSEJC-H0U8E--Mortgage  of — Priority  of  ad- 
vances— Oostom  of  trade  -  -  450 
See  Mobtqaqb  or  PuBUC-HorsB. 

FtntCEASB  VOB  YALTTZ  WITHOUT  KOTIGE — 

Breach  of  Tnut — Investment  on  Mortgage — Belease 
of  Part  of  Mortgaged  Property — Notice— Legal 
Estate.]  A  plea  of  purchase  for  value  without 
notice  cannot  be  supported  if  a  deed  or  document 
under  which  the  purchaser  derives  his  title  gives 
constructive  notice  uf  the  title  of  the  adverse  claim- 
ant; and  this  holds  even  if  such  deed  or  document 
has  been  concealed  from  the  purchaser. — ^In  1851  a 
mortgage  of  real  estate  was  made  to  three  persons, 
the  mortgage  deed  disclosing  the  fact  that  the 
mortgage-money  was  held  by  the  mortgagees  upon 
trust  In  1856  the  mortgagor  induced  tho  sur- 
vivor of  the  three  trustee  mortgagees,  in  breach 
of  his  duty  as  trustee,  to  execute  a  reconveyance 
of  port  of  the  mortgaged  property  of  such  a  cba* 
racter  as  to  put  any  one  who  saw  it  upon  inquiry 
which  would  have  disdoeed  the  breach  of  trust. 
The  mortgagor  then  made  a  fresh  mortgage  to 
other  penons,  from  whom  he  concealed  the  exist* 
enoe  both  of  the  mortgage  of  1851  and  the  recon- 
veyance : — Held,  that  the  mortgagees  of  1856 
could  not  claim  the  benefit  of  the  legal  estata 
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PUBGHAffE  FOB  TALUS  WITHOUT  VOTI0B- 

continued. 

which  passed  by  the  reconveyance  without  ad- 
mitting Uiat  they  had  notice  of  the  mortg^e  of 
1851,  and  of  the  trusts  upon  which  the  niortnige- 
money  was  held ;  and  comd  not  set  up  tlie  defence 
of  purchaser  without  notice  against  the  persons 
beneficially  interested  in  the  mortgage  of  1851. — 
The  mortgagor  executed  a  deed  purporting  to 
oonvey  to  the  sunriTing  trustee  another  part  of  the 
property,  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money  not 
actually  paid,  but  the  receipt  for  which  was  in- 
dorsed. This  conveyance  did  not  refer  to  the 
mortgage  of  1851 :  —  Held^  that  a  subsequent 
mortgagee  from  the  surviving  trustee  could  not 
aet  up  the  defence  of  purchaser  without  notice 
against  the  person  beneficially  interested  in  the 
mortgage  of  1851,  although  this  mortgage  had 
been  concealed  from  him. — Carter  v.  CJarter  (3  K. 
&  J.  617)  followed  and  approved.  Pilcheb  r. 
Rawlins.   Joyce  r.  Kawlins  -  -       58 


Lloyd's  bonds     - 
See  Lloyd's  Bonds. 
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PUSfiEABE-XOHXT— Lands  Clauses  Act,  s.  78 

See  Payment  out  of  CJocbt.  [410 

QUALinCATIOV   OF  DIBBCTOB  —  Citrntpan ^ — 

Winding-up — Cantrihutory.^  By  a  local  Act,  which 
embodied  the  Companiei  Clauses  Act  (1845),  it  was 
enacted  that  A,  and  all  other  persons  who  had 
already  subscribed  or  should  thereafter  subscribe  to 
the  undertaking  should  be  united  into  a  company 
for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking,  that  the  number 
of  directors  should  be  four,  and  that  the  oualifica- 
tion  of  a  director  should  be  the  possession  of  twenty- 
five  shared  in  the  undertaking ;  and  further,  that  A . 
and  three  other  persons  named  should  be  the  first 
directors,  and  should  continue  in  office  untU  the 
first  ordinary  meeting,  and  at  such  meeting  the 
shareholders  might  either  continue  in  office  the 
directors  appointed  by  the  Act  or  might  elect  a 
new  body  of  directors.  —  At  the  first  meeting 
directors  were  appointed  other  than  A,  and  the 
three  persons  named  in  the  Act,  and  to  each  of 
these  directors  twenty-five  shares  were  allotted. 
No  other  shares  were  ever  allotted. — A,  never  ap- 
plied for  nor  had  allotted  to  him,  nor  paid  any 
sum  of  money  on  account  of,  any  share  m  tiie 
undertaking.  The  company  being  ordered  to  l)e 
wound  up  :—Eeld,  that  A,  must  be  settled  on  the 
li«t  ef  contributories  for  twenty-five  shares.  In 
re  North  Kent  Railway  Extension  Railway 
Company  (Kincatd's  Case)  -  -         -     192 

Paid-up  shares      -  -  -      IQO,  242 

See  Acceptance  of  Shares.    2,  3. 

EAILWAT  OOMFAKY— Accommodation  works 
See  Accomuodatiom  Wobss.  [116 

Vendor's  lien  for  unpaid  purchoBe-money 

[568 
See  London,  Chathav,  and  Doveb  Bail- 
way  (Abbitbation)  Act. 

SBOONBT&UCnOV  07  OOMFAHT  —  Cbfifrt&i{- 
iory  —  Rfccnstruetion  by  forming  a  new  Com'- 
pany  —  PaymenH  to  new  Company  —  Liability 
to  M  Company."]  The  reconstruction  of  an  in- 


BBOOHBTBUCTIOJ  07  OOXPAHT-HxmKaiMd. 

solvent  company  was  attempted  on  the  buis  of 
the  formation  of  a  new  oompnny,  to  take  over  its 
assets  and  liabilities.  The  plan  of  reoonstroctiori 
provided  for  the  old  company  to  be  wound  up  and 
the  shareholden  to  exchange  their  old  sh&r^ 
wliich  were  of  £20  each,  with  £10  paid  up,  for 
half  the  number  of  fully  paid-up  shares  of  tbe 
now  company  of  £10  each,  and  6  per  cent  deben- 
tures to  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  paid  op 
u^n  their  shares  in  the  old  company,  credited 
with  one-half  thereof  as  paid  thereon,  leaving  the 
remaining  half  to  be  paid  by  instaloients  eitend- 
ing  over  a  period  of  two  years.  The  shaiebolden 
were  requested  to  assent  to  the  proposal  by  agn- 
ing  a  form  of  approral  containing  the  tems  of 
the  plan,  and  the  plan  was  carried  out  by  nBofai- 
tions  passed  at  an  extraordinary  meeting  of  tiu 
company,  duly  confirmed  at  a  subsequent  meet- 
ing, and  by  a  deed  to  whi'*h  the  hqmdatonof 
the  old  company  and  the  two  companies  voe 
parties : — Held,  that,  as  the  creditora  of  the  old 
compauv  were  not  parties  to  the  arrangement,! 
shareholder  who  had  signed  the  circular,  expzeas- 
ing  his  assent  to  the  arrangement,  and  exchanged 
his  shares,  was  not  entitled  to  treat  the  iibial* 
ments  paid  upon  his  debentures  as  being  in  reduc- 
tion of  his  liability  to  the  old  company.  In  re 
Imperial  Land  Company  of  Mabseilles.  Ei 
parte  Jeaffueson       -  -  -         -    109 

BICimCAnOV — Mortgage  deed  —  Proviso  for 
punctual  payment  of  interest  -  581 
See  MoBTGAGE  FOB  ▲  Time  cebtaix. 

BECTOBr— Burial  fees— Lands  Clauses  Act  1S,2S 
See  Buuial-obound.     1,  2. 

BBDXrcnOV  of  capital  ABD  8HAXE8-Gm- 
pany—90  <fc  31  Vict.  c.  I'di— -General  Order  of  (k 
21te  of  March,  1868— Form  of  Order.]  APetitioa 
having  been  presented  by  a  company  for  confir- 
mation of  resolutions  for  reduftiou  of  its  capital 
and  shares,  an  order  was  mode  for  an  inquizytt 
to  debts,  and  the  presentation  of  the  Petition  wis 
directed  to  be  advertised,  and  a  list  of  creditoisto 
be  left  at  the  Judge's  Chambers.  Ihishanng 
been  done,  the  Chief  Clerk  cirtified  thatalistof 
creditors  had  been  setlled,  but  that  the  names  of 
some  of  the  creditors,  wi  o  were  holders  of  the 
company's  debeutures,  being  unknown  to  the 
company,  did  not  appear  on  the  list.  None  d 
them  had  clainoed  under  the  ISth  section  of  the 
Companies  Act,  1867,  to  be  entered  on  the  list. 
Upon  the  Petition  coming  on  to  be  heard,  and 
being  unopposed  :  —  ^cW,  that  the  debenture 
holders  were  in  the  position  of  creditors  who  ver? 
now  excluded,  under  the  13th  section,  from  tho 
right  of  objecting  to  the  propoeed  reduction.— 
Otiier  creditors  named  in  the  list,  whose  debti 
were  not  yet  due,  and  were  secured,  had  neitlier 
assented  to,  nor  dissented  from  the  proposed  re- 
duction :~J7e2d  that  they  were  not  to  be  consi- 
dered creditors  **  who  do  not  absent,"  within  the 
14th  section  of  the  Act,  but  must  be  taken  to 
have  assented. — Fourteen  days  from  the  date  of 
the  Older  fixed  for  dis(*ontinuance  of  the  woids 
"and  Reduced." — Form  of  order  as  to  ihial ad- 
vertisements, and  otherwise.  In  re  Cbkvtt  Toy- 
cam  OF  England       -         -         -        -    8CS 
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JLEFEBXSCE  TO  POWJUt  —  Power  to  appoint 
among  Children  by  Deed — AppoinimeTU  by  Will — 
Seferenee  to  different  Power — Defective  Execution 
aided,"]  By  articles,  on  the  marriage  of  A,  fol- 
lowed by  a  disentailing  assurance,  an  estate  was 
eonveyed  in  trust  for  the  children  of  the  marriage, 
as  A,  should  by  deed  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
appointment,  for  such  children  e(|ualiy.  By  a 
subsequent  assurance,  which  was  iDoperative,  A, 
purported  to  put  an  end  to  the  former  power  and 
to  confer  upon  herself  a  general  power  of  appoint- 
ment over  the  same  estate.  She  married  a  second 
time,  and  died  leaving  tliree  children  by  the  first 
marriage  and  two  by  the  second,  and  having  made 
her  will,  whereby,  without  any  reference  to  the 
power  in  the  marriage  articles,  pursuant  to  the 
alleged  general  power  and  in  exercise  of  every 
other  power  enabling  her,  she  purported  to  ap- 
point the  said  estate  to  her  eldest  son  by  tiie  fii^t 
marriage,  charged  with  a  sum  of  £3000  in  favour 
of  all  the  children  1)y  both  marriages  other  than 
the  eldest  son : — Hddf  that  the  will  operated  as  a 
Talid  exercise  of  tlie  power  in  the  articles,  and 
that  the  eldest  son  was  entitled  to  the  estate,  sub- 
ject to  raising  the  sum  of  £3000  for  the  other  two 
children  of  the  first  marriage.    Brvcb  v,  Bbuce 

[871 


SEMOTENZSS— Appointment — Hestraint  on  an- 
ticipation -  -  -  -  824 
See  Restraint  on  Anticipation. 

Gift  to  class — Severance  of  objects    -     499 

See  Severance  op  Gift  to  Class. 

Issue  then  living  -  -  -     522 

See  Issue  then  Living. 

SSaiDUAST  GUT— '<  All  the  rest "  -     280 

See  **  All  the  Rest." 

BSSTRAHTTOIT  XSTICIFATIOV— Appointments 
Bemoteneee — Married  Woman.']  Under  on  ante- 
nuptial settlement,  by  which  the  husband  had  a 
power  of  appointing  a  sum  of  money  among  the 
children  of  the  marriage,  he  appointed  the  fund 
to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  daughter,  with  a 
restriction  agaiust  alienation : — Hdd,  that  the  ap- 
pointment to  the  separate  use  of  his  daughter  was 
valid,  discharged  of  the  restraint  upon  alienation, 
•which  was  too  remote  and  void.  In  re  Cunyng- 
hame's  Settlement    -  -  -  -     824 

-     470 


—  Wife's  debt — Charging  order  - 

See  Married  Women's  Property  Act. 

BEVXB8I0VAST  INTEBEST— Usurious  bargains 

[266 

Sett  Usurious  Contract. 

BEYIVOB  kSD  BlJFTLEMXKT'-Praclice-'Order 
after  Decree— 15  A  16  Vict  c.  80,  ».  62.]  In  a 
foreclosure  suit,  in  which  four  mortgagees  were 
Plaintiffs,  after  decree  and  before  the  Chief  Clerk's 
certificate,  the  Plaintiffs  transferred  the  mortgage 
to  three  of  themselves  and  a  new  mortgagee.  On 
an  ex  parte  application  by  the  three  continuing 
mortgagees  and  the  new  mortgagee,  with  the  con- 
sent of  th<^.  other  original  mortgagee,  an  order  of 
revivor  and  supplement  was  made  under  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  86,  8.  52.    Ingham  r.  Waskett     -     288 


aATISFIED  TBBH— Dower  -  -  .     829 

See  IDayiER. 

SCHOOL— Not  a  nuisance      .         .  -     388 

See  Nuisance  to  adjoining  Property. 

8E00HD  ITARTITAOE— Trust  for  separate  use  5 
See  Separate  Uhe. 

SEIZUSX  Am)  SALE— Execution  creditor— Li- 
quidation by  arrangement  -  -  604 
See  Liquidation  by  Arrangement.    1. 

SEPARATE  TJBE—Marria^  SetOementSecond 
Marriage.']  By  a  marriage  settlement  the  income 
of  the  trust  funds  was,  during  the  life  of  L.^  to  be 
for  her  separate  use,  independently  of  the  control 
of  her  intended  husband,  and  so  that  her  receipts 
alone  should  be  sufficient  discharges,  without 
power  of  anticipation.  The  husband  died,  and  L. 
married  again  :—Held^  that  the  trust  for  sejMirato 
use  revived  on  her  second  marriage.  Hawkes  r. 
HUBBACK  -  -  ...  5 

Bestraint  on  anticipation — Remoteness    824 

See  Bestraint  on  Anticipation. 


Wife's  debt 


-     470 


8AL£— Partition  Act,  1868  - 
See  Partition  Suit. 
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iSee}MARRiBD  Women's  Property  Act. 

SETTLEMENT— By  Court  of  Chancery,  effect  of, 
in  confirming  dealing  with  trust  fund — 
Infant  ....     439 

See  Settlement  bt  the  Court. 

Covenant  to  settle  after-acquired  propertv 

See  Covenant  to  settle.  f279 

Hotchpot  clause  -  -  -     142 

See  Hotchpot  Clause. 

Post-nuptial — ^Advancement    -  -     462 

See  Advancement. 

Bestraint  ou  anticipation         -  -     824 

See  Bestraint  on  Anticipation. 

Separate  use         -  -  -  -       5 

See  Separate  Use. 

8ETTLEXEKT  BT  THE  QOJTET^Tnfant— Con- 
firmation— Breach  of  Trust.]  A  settlement  made 
with  the  sanction  of  the  Court  ou  the  marriage  of 
an  infant,  of  certain  funds  alleged  to  represent 
the  infant's  share  under  a  will,  does  not  operate 
as  a  confirmation  of  prior  dealings  by  the  trustees 
of  the  will,  so  as  to  preclude  the  cestui  que  trust 
under  the  settlement  from  filing  a  bill,  chnr^ug 
the  trustees  under  the  will  with  breadies  of  trust. 
Zambaco  V,  Cassavetti         -  -  -     489 

SEVEEAITGE  07  GIFT  TO  CLASS— WiU-^lie- 
moteness — HuU    against  Perpetuities.]     Gift   on 

I  trust  for  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  death  for  all  her 
children  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  and  the 
issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  clie  under  that 
age  leaving  issue,  "  which  issue  shall  afterwards 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  die  under 
that  age  leaving  issue  at  his,  her,  or  their 
decease  or  respective  deceases,  as  tenants  in 
common  if  more  tlian  one,  but  such  issuo  to 
take  only  the  share  or  shares  which  his,  her,  or 
their  parent  or  parents  respectively  would  havo 
taken  if  living."  None  of  the  children  of  A. 
died  under  twenty-one  leaving  issue : — ffeUd^  that 
the  whole  gift  was  not  void  as  infringing  the 
rule  agaiust  perpetuities,  but  that  it  might  be 
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fiEVSRASCE  OF  0IVT  TO  CLABB— continued,  ! 
eeyered,  and  the  ahares  only  would  be  void  as  to  i 
'which  the  specified  event  happened.  Observationa  ! 
on  Webster  v.  Boddington  (26  Beav.  128)  and  , 
Seaman  v.  Wood  (22  Beav.  581).  In  re  Moseley's 
Tbustb  -         -  -         -         -         -     499 ! 


80LIGIT0B — Charge  on  property  recovered 
See  SoLicrroB'8  Lien. 

—  Negligence — ^Trustet^ — Loss  of  fnnd  - 
See  Investment  by  TRUfeTEEs.     1 . 

Taxation — ^Winding-up 

See  Taxation  of  Costs. 

80LICrrOB*8  UXS^CJiarge  upon  Property  re- 
covered or  pre9ervedr-'23  &  24  Yici.  o.  127,  «.  28.] 
In  a  suit  by  a  cestui  que  trust  against  a  trustee  ot 
landed  estate,  praying  for  an  aocount  and  recon- 
veyance, a  receiver  was  ordered  to  be,  and  after- 
wards wa^  appointed,  adversely  to  the  Defendant. 
Notice  of  motion  for  decree  was  served,  but  before 
the  time  for  clothing  evidence  had  ariived,  the 
Plaintiff,  without  consulting  her  solicitor,  and 
without  his  knowledge,  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  the  Defendant  fur  a  compromise  of  the  suit 
on  the  terms,  first,  that  a  sum  of  cash  should  be 
paid  to  the  Plaintiff,  then  that  the  mortgages  on 
the  property  should  be  paid  off,  and  then  that  the 
costd  of  ail  parties  estimated  at  a  fixed  sum  should 
be  paid.  Upon  hearing  of  the  compromise,  the 
Plaintiff's  solicitor  applied  to  the  Plaintiff  and  to 
the  Defendant's  solicitors  for  the  terms  of  it,  but 
was  refused  all  information.  Upon  petition  under 
the  Solicitors  Act: — Held^  that  the  solicitor  was 
entitled  to  a  first  charge  for  the  amount  of  his 
taxed  costs,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  upon 
the  property  of  the  Plaintiff,  as  having  been 
recovered  and  preserved  through  his  instrumen- 
tality.    TWYNAM  V,  POETBB  -  -  -      181 

SPECIAL  CASE-^Practiee—Amendmentr— Birth  of 
Tenant  in  TaU.^  Upon  the  birth,  after  a  special 
case  has  been  set  down  for  hearing,  of  an  infant 
tenant  in  tail,  the  proper  course  for  bringing  such 
necessary  party  before  the  Coui-t  is,  that  the  order 
for  setting  down  should  be  discharged,  and  the 
special  case  amended  by  making  the  infant  a 
party.    Sayaoe  v.  Snell      -  -  -     264 

8. Practice — Amendment  —  New  Defen- 
dant.'] Special  case  amended  by  leave  at  the 
hearing,  by  adding  a  party  in  existence  before  the 
case  was  filed,  but  accidentally  omitted,  and  or- 
dered to  be  set  down  as  amended  against  the  new 
Defendant.    Barnaby  v.  Tassell    -  -     863 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY    -  -  -  -     586 

See  Legacy,  Specific  or  demonstrative. 

SFECI7IC  FEEFOBMAKCE— Leave  to  proceed 
after  winding-up  ...  248 
See  Leave  to  fboceed  after  Wimd- 

INQ-UP. 

Title— Voluntary  settlement  - 

See  YOLUKTARY  SfiTTLEUENT. 

STATUTES : 

9  Geo.  2,  c.  S6— Mortmain 
See  Mortmain. 

55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  s.  2^Stamps  - 

See  Legacy  Duty. 
1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  24— Tr/ff» 

See  Will  bfsaking  from  Death. 


STAT  UTEB — eontinued. 

8  Vict,  c  18,  8.  70—  Lands  Clauses        18, 21 
See  Burial-ground.    1, 2. 

8.78     -  -  -         -    41« 

See  Payment  otjt  op  CDrRT. 

8  &  9  Vict.  0.  ]  12,  6.  2— Dower  -         -    SM 
181  See  Dower. 

10  &  11  Vict.  c.  96— 2ViMfee»  JWi</     -    1» 
74  See  Trustee  Belief  Act. 

!        13  &  14  Vict.  c.  60— aVtweec  ilrf  -    851 

-     151  ^  Trustee  Act,  1850. 

15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  8.  52 — Chancery  Impnre- 
ment  -  -  -  -         -    28S 

See  llEVlTOR  AND  SUFPLXUENT. 

8.47      -  -  -         -       8 

See  Adminisibation  Summons. 
'  16  &  17  Vici  c.  51,  s.  5— Succession  Jhdy  STB 
See  Succession  Duty. 

23  &  24  Vict.  c.  127,  s.  2^—Attorneys  -    111 
See  Solicitor'b  Lien. 

25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  ss.  87, 151— Compcmet  MS 
See  Leave  to  proceed  after  Wikdisg- 

UP. 

8. 161    -          -         -        -  66 

See  Amalgamation  of  Companies.  1. 

8. 203  «-  -  -  -  821 
See  Winding-up  Petition.    1. 

30  &  31  Vict  c.  131,  8.  IS—Companies  -  8» 
See  Reduction  of  Capital  and  Soabes. 

31  &  32  Vict.  c.  ^—Reversions    -         -  M5 
See  Usurious  Contract. 

c.  40,  8.  4— PoWttioji  -         -    fiOl 

See  Partition  Suit.    3. 

88. 3, 9  -  -  -         -    tU 

See  Partition  Suit.    2. 

32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62,  s.  ^—Debtors         -     tt 
See  CoNTEMi'T,  Process  of.    1. 

c.  71.  ss.  13,  S^—Bankruptcy       -    W* 

See  Injunction  in  Bankruptcy.  2. 

88.  95,  125       -  -         -    eM 

See  Liquidation  by  Arbanoement.  1. : 
88.125.126      -  -         -    804 

See  Injunction  in  Bankruptcy.    1. 

8. 126    -  -         -        -    6« 

See  Liquidation  by  Arbangembxt.  t 

e.  91--CourU  of  Justice  (Salaries)     «» 

See  Contempt,  Process  of.    2. 

c.  cxvi. — Arbitration  -         -    668 

See  London,  Chatham,  and  Doveb  Bail- 
way  (Arbitration)  Act. 

33  &  34  Vict.  c.  92,  s.  12— Married  Women  470 
See  Married  Women's  Property  Act. 

STKAKGEB  IS  BLOOD— Childnsn  legitimated  by 
foreign  law  -  -  -         -    474 

See  Legacy  Duty. 

391  '  SUBSTITtJTED  OnTT— Gift— Issue  - -     * 

See  Gift,  Original  or  BUBSTTTCTKHfAL. 

SXrCCfSSSIOV  DTJTY— IFiK— le  &  17  FttJtcSl, 
».  5-— Bequest  upon  Trust— Annuity— Foreign  J^ 
mtciL]  A  foreigner  domiciled  abroad  beqneatuej 
his  residuary  estate  to  four  trustees  (three  of 
whom  were  resident  in  Enjgland),  upon  iroste  &f 
conversion  and  sale,  and  investment  of  *^®  P?" 
ceeda  in  consols,  and  upon  trust  to  pay  oot  of  tw 


-  474 

-  548 
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SU0CE8SI0V  J>VTY— continued. 

isoame  of  the  consols  two  axmuities ;  and  ho  di- 
ncted  the  trnstees  to  set  apart  a  suificient  fund 
of  consols  to  answer  the  annnities,  and  after  the 
determination  of  either  annuity  the  fund  so  appro- 
priated was  to  revert  to  and  form  part  of  his 
residuary  estate ;  and,  subject  as  aforesaid,  he  di- 
rected ms  residuary  estate  to  be  held  upon  trust 
for  his  children.  The  testator  made  his  will  and 
died  in  London,  but  had  no  estate  within  the 
UnUed  Kingdom,  except  the  personal  effects  in  his 
possession  at  the  time  of  his  death  : — Held,  that, 
upon,  the  death  of  one  of  the  annuitants,  no  suc- 
cession duty  was  payable  in  respect  of  the  fund 
appropriated  to  answer  the  annuity.  Callanane 
V.  Campbell    -----     378 

SUITS  70B  SnOLAB  OBJECTS— Practice— De- 
cree— Brecxk  of  Trust — Ordinary  Decree  for  Ad- 
minittralion.']  A  Plaintiff  who  iUes  a  bill  for  the 
administration  of  a  testator's  estate,  charging  the 
trustees  and  executors  with  breaches  of  trust,  may 
bring  his  suit  to  a  hearing  notwithstanding  that 
the  ordinary  administiation  decree  has  been  ob- 
tained' in  a  suit  subsequently  instituted,  to  which 
tike  Plfdntiff  is  not  a  party.  If  a  second  decree  is 
made,  both  decrees  ought  to  be  prosecuted  in  the 
same  branch  of  the  Ckmrt.  Where  a  lirst  suit  is 
stayed  by  reason  of  a  decree  in  a  second  suit,  the 
Plaintiff  in  tbe  firat  suit  will  ordinarily  have  the 
carriage  of  the  decree.    Zambaoo  v,  Gassayetti 

[439 

8VIT0BS'  rUHD— -Pauper  Defendant  in  custody— 
Application  by  Plaintiff    -  -     890 

See  CoNTEUFT,  Process  of.    2. 

8UPEBYI8I0H  OBDEB— Helates  back  to  confirma- 
tory resolution  -  -  -  478 
See  Debekttjbes. 

SUBPLirS  07  CEABITT        -  .  -       35 

See  Chabitt  not   exhaustiko  whole 
Inoome. 

BUBVIVOBSHIP— Dying  without  issue  -  514 
See  Dtino  without  Issue. 

TAZATIOV  OF  CfmS  —  Company  —  Solicitor— 
Winding-up,']  Three  months  aifter  a  solicitor  to  a 
company  had  deliyered  his  bill  of  costs  tlie  com- 
pany was  ordered  to  be  wound  up.  Subsequently 
he  delivered  a  further  bill  to  the  official  liquidator. 
More  than  twelve  months  dapsed,  and  tlie  soli- 
citor carried  in  a  claim  for  payment  of  both  bills : 
-^Held,  that  both  bills  must  be  referred  for  taxa- 
tion before  they  could  be  paid.  In  re  Mabseilles 
Extension  Railway  and  Land  Comfant.  jEz 
parte  Evans     -         •         -         -         -     161 

lEBAHT  nr  OOMICOK  OB  JOINT  TXBABT    5S2 

See  "  Issue  then  Living." 
-...-.     639 

See  Joint  Tenant  ob  Tenant  in  Comuon. 

TITLE— Vendor  and  purchaser  ^Voluntary  settle- 
ment-        -         •         .         •     ^1 

See  VoLUNTABT  Seitlbhxnt. 

TBABE-KABK— Jfi;ttfie<tbii— I7m  of  the  words 
^'  The  original.*']  The  original  inventor  of  a  new 
manufacture,  and  persons  claiming  under  him,  are 
«lone  entitled  to  designate  such  manufacture  as 
**  the  original ;''  and  if  he  or  they  have  been  in 


TBABB-KABK— con/cntte({. 

the  habit  of  so  de;iignating  their  manufacture,  an 
injunction  will  be  granted  to  restrain  another 
manufacturer  from  applying  the  designation  to  his 
goods.    Cocks  v.  Chandleb  ...     44B 

TBAHBFBB  07  BUSIHESS— Insurance  company 
— ^Vendor's  lien — Re-assurance  policies 

[104 
See  Amalgamation  of  Companies.    2. 

Mutual  assurance  company  "Ultra  vires — 

Winding-up  -  -  -       66 

See  Amalgamation  of  Companies.    1. 

TBAHSFEB  07  STOCK— Advancement  to  son — 
Presumption  of  intention  -  -       10 

See  Advancement.    1. 

TBT78T — Breach  of — ^Compromise  of  claim  for  np- 
portionmeot  -         >  -  -     882 

ii>*ee  Ai'poetionment — Tenant  fob  Life 

AND  BeMAINDEBMAN. 

Breach  of —  Confirmation  —  Settlement  by 

Court— Infant         -  -  -     439 

See  Setixement  by  the  Coubt. 

TBTJBTEE — Appointment  of,  under  Trustee  Act 
See  Tbustee  Act,  1850.  [261 

Investment   by — Mortgage  —  Loss  of  trust 

fund  -----       74 
See  Investment  by  Tbustees.    1. 

Investment  by — Discretion      -  -     489 

See  Investment  by  Tbcstees.    2. 

TBUSTEE  ACT,  1860— ^6io  Trustee— Appointment 
where  no  existing  Trustee — Heir  of  Testator  before 
ihe  Court.]  The  Court  may  appoint  trustees 
under  the  Trustee  Act^  1850,  where  there  never 
have  been  any  tioLstecs. — A  testator  gave  his  re- 
siduary real  and  his  personal  estate  to  three  trus- 
tees, ail  of  whom  died  in  his  lifetime.  A  Petition 
was  presented  under  the  Trustee  Act,  1850,  for  the 
appointment  of  new  trustees  and  for  a  vesting 
order : — Held,  that  all  diflSculty  was  removed  by 
serving  the  heir  of  the  testator;  and  that  the 
order  might  be  made.  In  re  Smibthwaite'i) 
Tbusts-  -----     261 

TBUSTEE  BELTET  ACT — Costs  —  Payment  of 
Money  into  Court — Petition  as  to  Dividends  only 
— Costs  of  Trustee.]  AVhere  a  fund  had  been  paid 
into  Coiui  under  the  Trustee  Belief  Act  on  ac- 
count of  the  inability  of  a  sole  trustee  to  act : — 
Hdd^  that,  on  an  ai)plication  relating  solely  to  the 
payment  of  the  dividends,  the  costs  of  the  appear- 
ance of  the  trustee  might  be  properly  charged  on 
the  corpus.    In  re  Wood's  Tbubtb  -  -     166 

ULTBA  YIBES— Lloyd's  bonds — ^Estoppel  167 
See  Lloyd's  Bonds. 

Mutual   insurance   company  —  Transfer  of 

business       -         -  -  -       66 

See  Amalgamation  of  Companies.    1. 

UKOONSaOVABLE  BABGAIK        -         -     266 

See  UsuBious  Contbact. 

UHSU0CES87UL  OFPOSITIOK  TO  WILL—Prae* 
tice—CosU-WiU,  Validity  of—SuU  by  Heir-at- 
law  against  Devisee  ^Issue  directed  by  Court — 
Adverse  Vtrdictr—CosU  in  EquUu,^  Where  the 
heir-at-law  of  a  testator  filea  a  Dill  against  the 
devisee  and  executor  impeaching  tlie  voliditv  of 
the  will,  and  an  issue  was  directed  which  resulted 
in  the  validity  of  the  will  bemg  established :— » 


642 


INDEX. 


[Eq.VolXL 


UirSUOCESSFUL  (XPP06ITI0K  TO  WUX— contd.      WILL— continued. 


JBMf  thitt  the  bill  muMt  bo  disiuissed  without  costs 
as  r^ardod  the  devisee,  and  that  the  Plaiutifif 
most  pay  the  costs  of  the  executor.  Banks  v. 
GOODFELLOW    -----      473 

UBUJiIOXTS  OOKTSACT — Revenfonartj  Interest— 
UneonacianabU  Bargain— Ql  A  32  Viet.  c.  4.]  The 
jarisdiction  of  this  Ck>tirt  over  unconscionable 
oarfcains  is  not  affected  by  the  repeal  of  the  usury 
laws,  or  by  the  31  &  32  Vict  c.  4,  as  to  dealings 
with  reversionary  interests. — An  exorbitant  rate  of 
interest  agreed  to  be  paid  by  a  young  and  needy 
man  on  the  security  of  property  in  reversion,  held 
by  an  indefeasible  title,  is  unfair  dealing  within  the 
31  &  32  Vict.  c.  4. — ^Where  a  young  man  charged 
his  reversionory  interest  with  exorbitant  sums  for 
interest  on  loans  principally  made  to  his  brother, 
an  infant,  the  Court  decreed  the  charge  to  stand 
as  security  only  for  the  sums  actually  advanced,  • 
and  for  intere&t  at  £5  per  cent.    Ttl£B  v.  Yates 

[265  j 

mnJBT— Reversionary  interest       -  -     265  i 

See  UscBious  Comtbact. 

VJSHDOB  AKD  F URCUABEE— Plea  of  purchase 
without  notice        -  -  -       58 

See  Purchase  fob  Value  without 
Notice. 

Title— Voluntary  settlement  -         -     891 

See  VoLrNTABY  Uettleiient. 

Vendor's  lien  —Railway  company      -     568 

See  London,  Chatham,  and  Uoveb  Rail- 
way (Arbitbation)  Act. 

Vendor's  lien — Insurance  company — Sale  of 

business       -  -  -  -     164 

.See  Amalgamation  of  Companies.    2. 

YXSTOrCF — Gift  over  on  death  before  marriage  222 
See  Death  coupled  with  Contingency. 

—  Failure  of  life  estate — Equitable  remainder 
See  Failure  of  Life  Estate.  [559 

YOLUHTARY  SETTLEXSHT— Fenelor  aiid  Pur- 
chaser  —  Title — Possession  —  Legal  Estate —  Wit- 
lingness  to  complete  Purchase  —  Specific  Per- 
formance.']  On  a  bill  by  a  vendor  for  specitic 
performance,  the  Defendant,  the  purchaser,  set  up 
a  voluntary  settlement  as  an  objection  to  the  title, 
but  said  lie  was  willing  to  complete  the  purchase 
on  having  a  good  title.  He  haa  been  let  into  pos- 
session as  purchaser,  and  paid  part  of  his  purchase- 
money,  and  had  paid  off  a  mortgage  and  got  a 
conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  and  possession  of 
the  title-deeds : — Heid,  that,  notwithstanding  the 
voluntary  settlement,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
a  decree  for  completing  the  purchase. — Semble,  the 
principle  of  Smith  v.  Garland  (2  Mer.  123)  does 
not  apply  to  a  Defendant  who  says  he  is  willing 
to  complete  on  having  a  good  title.  Peter  v. 
Nicolls  -----     891 

"All  the  rest"         -  -  -     280 

See  **  All  the  Rest." 
Appointment  by,  under  forfeited  power   438 
See  FoBFErruBE  Clause. 

Charity '85 

See  Chabity   not   exhausting  whole 

LrCOME. 

Children  of  brothers  and  sisters — Class    863 
See  CuiLDBEN  OF  Bbothebs  and  Sistebs. 


-    Itt 


-    514 


Children,  or  legal  iasno  -        -      91 

See  Childben  ob  legal  I^ue. 

>  Conversion — Discretion  in  trustees    -      10 

See  CoNVEBSiON. 

—  Covenant  to  settle — Satisfikction 

See  Hotchpot  Clause. 

Dying  without  issue 

See  Dying  without  Issue. 

Failure  of  life  estate — ^Equitable  remainder 

See  Failube  of  Life  Estate.  [559 

"  Freehold  houses/'   Devise  of—  llQrtgag& 

debt 454 

See  "  Fbeehold  Houses." 

Gift  over  on  death  before  marriage   -    829 

See  Death  coupled  with  CoNxniGiKa'. 

——  Implied  gift  at  twenty-one  -  -  148 
See  Implied  Gnrr  at  Twenty-ose. 

Issue  then  living           -          -        -  599 

See  •*  Issue  then  Living/' 

Joint  tenant  or  tenant  in  common     -  599 

See  Joint  Tenant  ob  Tenant  in  Comjios. 

—  Legacy — Specific  or  demonstrative    -  505 

See  Legacy,  Specific  or  DEM0X8TR.iTiTE. 

Nephews  and  great-nephews  -         -      97 

See  Nephews  and  Gbeat-Nephkws. 

"  Principal  moneys "     -         -         -    939 

5ie«  **Pbincipal  Moneys." 
Bcmoteness— Severance  of  gift  to  class   4fl9 

See  Severance  of  Gift  to  Class. 
Speakino:  from  death    -  -         -    549 

See  Will  speaking  fbom  De^th. 
Substituted  gift  -  -         -         -      « 

See  Gift,  Obiginal  ob  suBsnTUTiox-a. 
Unsuccessful  opposition  to — Costs     -    479 

See  Unsuccessful  OpposmoN  to  Will 

WILL  8PEAKIH0  VBOX  J3iEJLTE—Construelwn 
—WilU  Act  (1  Vict,  c.  26).  s,  24— After-acquired 
Property — Evidettoe  to  prove  Intention.']  A  te*- 
tutor  Revised  his  mansion  and  estate,  called  Clcese 
Courtj  with  the  appurtenances,  upon  certain  trusts, 
and  gave  the  residue  of  his  property  of  erery 
description,  other  than  those  tliereinbefore  men- 
tioned, upon  other  trusts.  Tlie  testator  had  con- 
tracted, before  the  date  of  his  will,  to  purchase 
an  estate  near  and  adjoining  to  the  Cleeve  Court 
estate,  which  was  conveyed  to  him  subsequeiitly. 
He  also  purchated,  after  the  date  of  his  will,  sereraj 
other  small  properties  adjoiuing  the  Ckeve  Court 
estate  :—Held,  ihixi  evidence  was  admissible  to 
shew  what  property  the  testator  designated  by  the 
particular  description  up  to  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  that  oil  the  property  acquired  after  the  dato 
of  the  will,  and  treated  by  the  testator  immediately 
before  his  death  as  additions  to  the  Ctecw  CouH 
estate,  passed  imder  the  particulor  devise.  Goto 
V.  Scott  (1  Mac.  &  G.  518))  disapproved  Castu 
r.  Fox  ------    W 

WUranrO-UP— Acceptance  of  ehores  86,100,841 
See  Acceptance  of  Shabbs.    1—3. 

Costs— Taxation  -         -        -     151 

See  Taxation  of  Costs. 

Insurance  company— Transfer  of  biwujesj 

[66,  IB* 

See  Amalgamation  of  Companies.   1|  3. 
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WJJIDINGh-UP—  continued, 
-^—  Leave  to  proceed  in  suit      -  -         248 

See  Lbays  to   fbocekd  aittkb  Wind- 
ing-up 
Paid-up  shares  .  -  -  -     181 

See  Payment  bt  Monkt'b  Worth. 
Petitioning  creditor — Disputed  debt  -      149 

See  Winding-up  Petition. 
Qualification  of  director  -  -     192 

See  Qualification  of  Dibbotob. 

Beoonstruction  of  company     -  -     109 

See  BBCONSTBUonoN  of  Company. 

Supervision  order— Belating  back     -     478 
See  Debektubes. 

"Wnmira-TrP  VETITIOV -- Ckmwiny^Petitum- 
%ng  Creditor — Disputed  Deht."]  Wnere  a  creditor's 
Petition  to  wind  up  a  company  is  opposed  on  the 
ground  that  the  petitioning  creditor  s  debt  is  dis- 

Suted,  the  Court  will  not,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
irect  the  Petition  to  stand  over,  with  leave  to 
brinji:  an  action ;  but  is  bound,  before  doing  so,  to 
see  that  the  debt  is  disputed  on  some  substantial 
ground.  In  re  King's  Gboss  Industbial  Dwell- 
ings Company  -----     149 

2.  Unregistered  Company — Registration 

after  Commencement  of  Liquidation —  Vesting 
Order--Companies  Act,  1862,  f .  203.]  After  the  pre- 
sentation of  a  Petition  to  wind  up  an  unregister^ 
company,  the  company  was  registered  under  the 
Compfanies  Act^  1862,  with  a  view  to  a  voluntary 
irinding-up.  An  order  having  been  subsequently 
made  on  the  Petition : — Held,  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  registration,  the  company  was  an  unregis- 
tered company  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  203  of 
the  Act  of  1862,  and  order  made  vesting  in  the 
official  liquidator  certain  legal  estates  in  securities 
outstanding  in  trustees  for  the  company,  to  be 
dealt  with  in  the  winding-up.  In  re  Hebgules 
Insubance  Company  -         -         -         -     821 

WITHZ88  nr  WINDINO-UP— Pradtcd-^TTtW- 
ing-up — Evidence — General  Order  of  llth  A'ot;., 
1862,  Bule  GO—Coniribulory—Jiight  of  Cross-ex- 
amination."]    A  contributory  of  a  company  in 


WITNJBBB  IH  WTSinSB-TlT-— continued, 

course  of  winding-up  is  entitled,  under  the  liberty 
given  by  Kule  60  of  the  General  Order  of  the 
llth  of  Nov.,  1862  (under  the  Companies  Act, 
1862),  not  only  to  attend  the  cross-examination 
by  the  official  liqnidt^r  of  a  person  claiming  to 
be  a  creditor  of  the  company,  but  also  to  cross- 
examine  such  claimant  upon  the  matters  referred 
to  in  the  affidavit  made  in  support  of  his  daim. 
In  re  Bbamfton  and  Longtown  Railway  Com- 
pany    ------     428 

WOXAir  FAST  CHXLD-BFATinTQ— Paymani  out 

of  Court — Presumption — Widow  aged  Fifty-five 
Years  and  Four  months — Spinster  aged  Fifty-Qiree 
Years  and  Nine  Months.']  Money  ordered  to  be 
paid  out  of  Court  on  the  presumption  that  a  widow 
ag^  fifty-five  years  and  four  months,  who  had 
never  had  any  children,  and  a  spinster  aged  fifty- 
three  years  and  nine  months,  would  not  have  any 
children.    In  re  Widdow's  Tbustb  -  -     408 

W01lDS—«Adjoming  property"     -  -     S88 

See  Nuisance  to  adjoining  Pbopebty. 

•*  AU  the  rest"  -         -         -         -     280 

See  ^  All  thb  Best." 

•*And"read"or'*        -  -         -     514 

See  Dying  without  Ibsxtb. 

"Etcetera"       -  -  -  -     868 

See  Childben  op  Bbothebs  and  Sistebs. 

"  Execution  or  other  legal  process  "   -     616 

See  Liquidation  in  Bankbuptoy.    2. 

*' Freeh. »ld  houses"       -  -  -     464 

See  '*  Fbeehold  Uouses." 
*•  Nephew  " 

bee  Nephews  and  Gbeat-Nephews. 

•* Principal  moneys**     -  -  -     282 

See  "  Pbinoipal  Moneys." 

*«Bents  and  profits"     -  -  -16,28 

See  Burial-ground.    1, 2. 
"  The  original "  -  -  -  -     446 

See  Tbade-mabe. 
" Then  living"  -  -  -  -     622 

See  '*  Issue  then  Living." 
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